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ABSTRACT 
Safety for customers is a critical factor in the hospitality and tourism industry. 
Destination managers have been trying to increase security of their products and 
services to improve customer confidence. However, practitioners tend to concentrate 
nearly all their efforts on reducing actual risks. Even though consumers' perceived risk 
truly influences their decisions, it has not been integrated into the hospitality and 
tourism literature. As a result, there is often a gap between actual and perceived risk 
that negatively affects consumers' decisions toward offerings. 
The primary objective of this study was to examine how perceived risk can be 
managed in the destination choice context in order to influence travelers' selection. 
Only a few studies on perceived risk have focused on a travel context. Relationships 
among risk perceptions, uncertainty (information quality), psychological types of 
travelers, and price premium were explored. Eight types of perceived risk were 
investigated: health/ life, financial, personal satisfaction, social, time, technical, 
political, and terrorism. 
A questionnaire was developed to examine respondents' psychological types, 
risk perceptions, :and willingness to .pay extra money for an offering if more safety and 
security were provided. A sample of 200 undergraduate Iowa State University 
students participated in the study and 200 valid questionnaires (100% response level) 
were obtained. Students from Hotel, Restaurant, and Institution Management 
Program, English, Sociology, and the Business College were selected because of the 
convenience and availability. SPSS 11.0 for Windows was used for data analysis. 
1X 
Ordinal logistic regression, univariate analysis of variance, and non-parametric tests 
were used to analyze data. 
Findings suggested that information quality was negatively associated with 
perceived risks. Uncertainty management was found to reduce perceived risk that, 
additionally, showed different patterns of sensitivity to uncertainty management 
suggesting that different approaches should be applied while treating various types of 
perceived risk. Results of the study also showed that travelers were willing to pay 
extra money for an offering if more safety and security were provided. Psychological 
types of respondents were not associated with respondents' risk perceptions, 
suggesting that respondents' personality may not have substantial effect on perceived 
risk in eight perceived risk categories. Managerial implications for how the findings can 
be incorporated into risk management strategies also were presented. 
KEYWORDS: perceived risk, risk management, destination choice, uncertainty 
management, psychological types of travelers, price premium 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Safety and security issues have been of concern in the hospitality and tourism 
industry, especially, for the last two decades (Pizam &Mansfield, 1996). Terrorists, 
criminals, product malfunctions, and simple human error jeopardize consumer health 
and safety, and influence consumer's intention to purchase products or services that 
satisfy safety and security needs. Even when safety is not the primary motivation 
behind purchase, it can still be a strong decision factor (Royal Society, 1992). 
Hospitality companies emphasizing the safety aspects of their operations may 
use it as a strategy to win customers♦ A study on choice criter~~a of leisure travelers 
concluded that security is a primary motivator in choosing hotels, airlines, and other 
travel-related offerings (Standard & Poors, 2002). Safety and security are especially 
vital in the context of destination management. Safe image is a critical factor in the 
destination choice process (Gartner &Hunt, 1987; Pearce, 1982; Reilly, 1990). 
Travelers are inclined to avoid certain destinations and choose to take a trip to other 
locations based on associated risk. When safety concerns are introduced into travel 
decisions, they have potential to become overriding factors that can cause travelers to 
amend travel plans (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). 
Perceived risk reduction has been examined in many disciplines such as 
cogn~~~ve`psychology, marketing, and sociology. However, per. :~:ived risk theory has 
not been integrated into the hospitality and tourism literature. Attempts to integrate 
perceived risk concepts into destination management are important, because risks 
that potential travelers associate with specific destinations may help to form favorable 
images, leading to positive outcomes. Edgell (1990) stated that concern about 
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personal safety has been shown to restrain travel to hostile destinations. In Florida, ar 
outbreak of crimes in 1993 caused a decline of 11 % in the nurnber of overseas 
tourists and a 16% decline in the number of Canadian tourists through July 1994. 
According to the World Tourism Organization, after the Gulf war in 1991, the numbers 
of international travelers in the U.S. fell by 1.4%, a reduction a4~~r nine years of 
constant growth (WTO, 2000). 
There are few practical examples of successful incorporation of safety and risk 
reduction strategies that would result in improvement of travelers' choice of 
destination. The two most significant cases are South Africa and Eilat, both of which 
suffered from "unsafe" destination images. Communication strategies addressing 
those issues were developed and applied. Due to the reduction of associated travel 
risk, South Africa has become an emerging tourism market within the international 
community. Eilat, a winter resort in Israel, has shown a steady growth of visitors, even 
in periods of turmoil in the rest of the country (Pizam &Mansfield, 1996). Efforts to 
predict and manage future travel behavior through communication can benefit from 
studies of risk and ifis influence on travelers' decision making. Therefore, safety and 
security issues deserve close attention of hospitality and tourism operators, especially 
in the area of destination management. 
While most academics and practitioners agree that tourism and travel thrive 
only under conditions that provide tourists with maximum safety and protection,_, few_. 
attempts have been made to examine consumer behavior issues related to risk and 
safety in destination management (Cristal, 1993; Pizam, 1982; Schiebler, Crotts, & 
Hollinger, 1996). Thus, the primary objective of this study was to examine how 
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perceived risk can be managed in the destination choice context, Instruments that 
may decrease the gap between actual and perceived risk were investigated. 
Consumer behavior theory states that uncertainty and consequences are the two 
major dimensions defining perceived risk (Cox, 1967). Due to the fact that uncertainty 
is controllable, risk handling is largely information handling. Therefore, this study 
explored relationships among risk perceptions and uncertainty (information quality). 
Theoretical Underpinnings 
After the recent catastrophe caused by terrorist attacks and military actions in 
the Middle East, hospitality and tourism operators have been trying to increase the 
safety and security of their products and services. Two concepts should be considered 
in context to these activities: actual risk and perceived risk. Practitioners tend to 
concentrate nearly all their efforts on improving actual risk by targeting technical 
aspects of their offerings, which is important but may not be sufficient. There is often a 
gap between actual and perceived risk. Ordinary travelers tend to focus less on the 
quantitative or technical aspects of risks, but are more likely to respond to qualitative 
and perceptual attributes of risks, which experts usually ignore (troth, 1991). 
Furthermore, there is a frequent complaint among tourism marketers that the 
media can take relatively few incidents involving tourists and create an overreaction 
out of proportion to the real level of risk (Cristal, 1993). Such disproportion between 
actual and perceived risk can generate dangers as well as op f. ~rtunities for involved 
parties. Covello (1983, 1992a) suggested that actual risks are difficult to measure and 
manage. At the same time, perceived risk truly influences consumers' decisions and 
can be managed through appropriate communication strategies. Several studies in the 
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area of risk communication have shown that risk perceptions can be improved through 
addressing people's concerns (Covello, 1992b). Actual risk may stay the same, but 
perceived safety and security may improve. 
A review of 120 perceived risk studies over the past 30 years revealed that the 
majority of researchers examined low-cost convenience food and non-food goods 
considered as low-involvement products with little risk (Mitchely, 1994). Marketing 
experts have rarely examined perceived risk in high-involvement products requiring 
significant amounts of effort associated with a purchase (money, time, aggravation, 
etc.), such as long-distance travel or destination choice. Only a few risk perception 
studies have focused on a travel context (Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Moutinho, 1987; 
Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998; Yavas, 1987). Although these 
recent efforts in hospitality and tourism research have made contributions to 
understanding the effects of risk perceptions in the field, more rigorous studies are 
needed to advance this area of research. 
Perceptions heavily depend upon human judgments and are a subjective and 
social phenomenon. Risk-taking behavior is affected by personality type and risk 
aversion varies among individuals (Royal Society, 1992). Plog (1974) stated that, 
depending on personality traits, tourists are more or less risk averse. Only when 
consumers perceive an offering as one with an acceptable level of risk satisfying their 
need for safety and security, they will act and make a destination choice. If risk 
associated with a destination is perceived as unacceptable, all other factors might be 
ignored. Therefore, it is important to examine the effect of personality features on an 
individual's acceptable level of risk and its influence on destination choice. 
S 
Perceived risk has been conceptualized on two dimensions: uncertainty and 
consequences (Cox, 1967). From the consumer behavior per~~pective, uncertainty 
means subjective uncertainty as perceived by consumers. It can be defined as a 
function of familiarity and consumers' certainty of what consequences would be (Clow, 
Mason &Ashton, 1991). Some consumers perceive high risk in certain product 
categories as one typically associated with high-involvement purchases, those that 
take substantial financial and psychological efforts (Bonn, Furr & Susskind, 1999). In 
such cases, consumers often seek additional information to reduce perceived risk. 
Cox (1967) suggests that information and uncertainty are reciprocal properties. 
In many situations, lack of information implies uncertainty and vice versa. Therefore, 
risk handling is largely information management. Reducing uncertainty is the most 
common strategy of reducing perceived risk. To an extent, marketers can resolve 
consumer uncertainty through formal communications. Therefore, uncertainty is 
manageable and, from the managerial perspective, is the most important of all risk 
perception dimensions. Hospitality operators could control this aspect of their 
relationship with customers and could influence their decisions in favor of destination 
or travel offerings. 
Research Model 
The objective of this study was to investigate the effect of uncertainty 
(information quality) and travelers' psychological types on risk perceptions in the 
destination choice context. It is also critical to identify whether improvements in 
perceived risk will enhance travelers' willingness to_ pay extra money for the offerings 
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that they perceive as safe and secure. The following model (Figure 1) represents 
hypothesized relationships among constructs that need to be tested and analyzed. 
Figure 1. Research Model 
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Research Questions 
Research questions for the study were: 
1. Will consumers' psychological traits influence their uncertainty tolerance and, 
thus, perceptions of risk (Plog, 2001)? 
2. Will the perceived risk change through the quality of information (fit to use) in 
the destination context (Cox, 1967)? 
3. Will consumers be willing to pay a higher price for a travel offering that they 
perceive as safe and secure? (Mitchell & Greatorex, 1989)? 
Hypotheses 
In order to meet the objectives and address the research questions, the 
following hypotheses need to be tested: 
H 1. There is a negative relationship between respondents' risk aversion scores 
and their risk perceptions. Risk perceptions vary among psychocentric, 
allocentric, and midcentric types of respondents. Allocentrics are expected to 
be least risk averse. Psychocentrics are expected to be most risk averse and 
score highest on risk perceptions scale. 
H2. There is a negative relationship between quality of information -and 
perceived ri~::~. Information of higher quality is assumed to decrease perceived 
risk. Perceived risk will be influenced positively by credik~ility of information as 
well as information on benefits. 
I•-I3. willingness to pay a higher price for travel offering will be positively 
associated with higher perceived risk. Travelers would be _willing_ _to pay-._ext-ra ~~ 
money for an offering if more safety and security were provided. 
Significance of the Study 
Perceived risk is a very contextual phenomenon (Royal Society, 1992). Various 
patterns of risk may occur in different conditions. This study is important because it 
attempts to determine whether perceptions of safety anal- security can be changed 
through the improvement of uncertainty levels in a specific context of destination 
choice. Uncertainty in this circumstance is defined by quality of information about a 
destination, or according to Tayi and Ballou (1998) "fit to use" ~~ contextual fit to 
consumers' needs. 
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Risk acceptance varies among individuals. Results of this study will provide 
information on how risk taking tendencies depend on personality types defined by 
Plog (1974). This knowledge could be helpful for hospitality practitioners in order to 
target the most receptive and less risk averse category of travelers in their 
communication strategies. 
It is commonly accepted among academics that risk perceptions are important 
(Covello, 1992a; Slovic, 1987), but hospitality practitioners may find it difficult to prove 
financial viability of investments in risk perception managemer ~~. Managers prefer 
financial evidence supporting their investment in such activities. That is why it is 
essential to examine not only how risk perceptions can be changed, but also whether 
consumers would be willing to pay extra for products and services they perceive as 
more safe and secure. 
Limitations 
The relationship between perceived risk and uncertainty has not received mucf ~ 
attention in the hospitality and tourism literature. Therefore, one of the possible 
challenges of this study is the absence of guidance from previous research 
investigating percei~ied risk in a specific context of destination choice. 
Ti~is study is exploratory in nature and conducted with ~irnited resources. Some 
limitations should be acknowledged: 
1. Systematic bias may occur due to the nature of the sample of only Iowa State 
lJniversity students. This sample might not be representative for the whole 
population of travelers. It is possible that some features of the sample may 
cause a bias in results. 
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2. A relatively small student sample places restrictions on the generalizability of 
the results. Findings of the study should be considered preliminary rather then 
conclusive. Future research should be conducted to continue to investigate the 
questions posed in this study. 
3. While a number of sources contributed to the development of the questionnaire 
used in this study, very few studies exist that investigate perceived risk in the 
hospitality context. Therefore, those sources might not be sufficient to identify 
all critical areas. 
Definition of Terms 
Perception — a personalized way of sensing and comprehending the stimuli we are 
exposed to (Wells et al., 1989). 
Perceived Risk —individual's judgment about subject's overall safety and security, the 
subjective response of people to objects. It is a highly contextual phenomenon that 
differs among individuals (Cox, 1967). 
Actual Risk - a combination of the probability, or frequency, of occurrence of a defined 
hazard and the magnitude of the consequences of the occurrence (Cox, 1967). 
Destination -the place designated as the end of a journey for leisure or tourism 
purposes. 
Price Premium -measure of the extra return, or risk premium, that investors demand 
to bear risk (Bodie &Merton, 2000). 
Communication Strategy —a coordinated plan that focuses on all promotional 
communication activities for an offering based on an analysis of consumer behavior 
(Wells et al., 1989). 
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Risk Aversion —the extent to which an individual is tolerant to risk. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine several factors that affect consumers' 
decisions about- destination choice. These factors are consumer perceptions and 
needs, perceived risk, uncertainty, communication strategy, traveler's psychological 
types, and price premium. A literature review on each construct is provided in order to 
situate the study in the current research domain. 
Consumer Perceptions and Needs 
According to Arens and Bovee (1994), perception is a personalized way of 
sensing and comprehending the stimuli to which individuals are exposed. Before any 
data can be perceived, it must go through a set of perceptual screens: physiological 
and psychological. These screens determine consumers' evaluations based on innate 
factors, such as personality and instinctive human needs, and learned factors such as 
self-interests, attitudes, beliefs, past experience, and lifestyle. 
Consumers unconsciously reject stimuli that conflict with their needs, previous 
experiences, desires, attitudes, and beliefs. Needs are basic instinctive human forces 
that motivate individuals to act. Needs form perceptions. The most basic needs are 
inborn, having evolved over tens of thousands of years. However, some needs are 
learned. Those needs can be defined as wants. Relationships among needs, 
perceptions, and actions are important because the greater the need, the more likely 
that an individual will buy an offering (Arens &Bovee, 1994). 
To better understand what motivates people, in 1954, Abraham Maslow 
developed the classic model called "the Hierarchy of Needs". Maslow's theory states 
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that individuals must first satisfy needs that are necessary for survival. Only when the 
lower order needs of physical and emotional well-being are satisfied, do individuals 
become concerned with higher order needs of influence and personal development. If 
the things that satisfy lower order needs are swept away, there is no longer a concern 
about the maintenance of higher-order needs. 
The promise of satisfying a certain level of need may help establish a 
competitive differentiation point for businesses. Maslow (1954) stated that safety 
needs have extremely high perceptual value. However, hospitality operators have 
mostly portrayed the fulfillment of social, esteem, and self-actualization needs in their 
promotional materials not considering the fact that these need: became a priority only 
after satisfying safety and security needs. In such affluent countries as the United 
States and Canada, most hospitality industry consumers used to take satisfaction of 
safety needs for granted. After recent terrorist attacks, especially the events of 
September 11th, 2001, and instability in the Middle East, safety and security needs 
have became a major concern (Standard & Poors, 2002). 
In a context of destination choice, concerns related to safety and security have 
been shown to be an overruling factor (Pizam &Mansfield, 1996). Roehl and 
Fesenmaier (1992) also suggest that associated risk is one of the major factors of 
travel purchase decisions. That is why addressing consumers' safety needs and 
studying risk perceptions are critical. If consumers perceive th~~t this category of need 
cannot be satisfied by an offering, their perceptual screens would not let information 
targeting the higher-order needs take place in their decision-making process (Kotler, 
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Bowen & Makens, 2002). As a result, any promotional activities emphasizing elements 
of higher order needs will be ineffective. 
Perceived Risk 
Perceived risk can be defined as a consumer's judgment about a product's 
overall safety and security. Safety is measured by a perceived risk associated with a 
purchase of a product or service acquired. When consumers make judgments about 
safety and security of an object, product, or service, they evaluate how much risk 
would be involved with purchase. 
Perceived risk is different from actual risk that involves an objective aspect or 
measurable and verifiable component. Holbrook (1981) stated that perceived risk has 
a humanistic nature and involves the subjective response of people to objects. It is a 
highly relativistic, personalistic, multidimensional, and contextual phenomenon. A 
particular risk may mean different things to different people in different contexts. 
Mitchell and Vassos (1997) stated that, in spite of its subjective and contextual nature, 
perceived risk as a concept is quite universal, and Hofstede's (1980) uncertainty 
avoidance index as a measure of risk perception can be used to evaluate risk 
perceptions in most cultures. 
Kaplan, Szybillo, and Tocoby (1974) identified five types of risk perceived by 
consumers: performance, physical, financial, psychological, and social. Roselius 
(1971) includes time loss in this list of risk types. All risks derive from concerns 
associated with a product or service. Performance risk can be related to the concern 
that the offering might not perform as desired. Threats to health and life are 
associated with physical risk. Financial risk includes concerns about how much money 
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might be lost by acquisition. Psychological risk involves aspects of being disappointed 
or socially judged. Time risk refers to the amount of time that could be lost if the 
product fails. Each product or service has a set of risks associated with its purchase. 
Weber, Blais, and Betz (2002) proposed that risks could be broken down into several 
domains according to the nature of decisions behind them: financial, health and 
safety, recreational, social, and ethics. 
As mentioned earlier, risk perceptions are contextual and situation specific. 
Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) suggested that decision makers should pay more 
attention to some risk dimensions than others depending on the context. Financial, 
psychological, satisfaction, and time risks were found to be most frequently associated 
with travel and tourism. 
Perceived risk theory states that the marketer who can provide offerings with 
the lowest perceived risk will have a significant competitive advantage (Mitchell, 
1998). Therefore, consumers' risk perceptions deserve close attention of managers. 
Even though the actual risk may not change, perceptions can be influenced (Sapp et 
al., 1994). Consumer risk perceptions can be affected by many factors: media 
exposure, opinions of scientific experts, opinions of peer groups, voluntariness, and 
perceived control over risk. In order to. manage perceived risk, all these factors should 
be considered . 
Travelers' Psychological Types 
Plog (1974) stated that most travelers make travel decisions according to their 
psychological type. He developed "a continuum of Allocentrism/ Psychocentrism";:that 
is used as a theoretical foundation to explain how personality types affect destination 
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life cycles. Plog (1974) identified five categories of travelers: "psychocentrics", "near 
psychocentrics", "midcentrics", "near allocentrics", and "allocentrics". "Psychocentrics" 
and "near psychocentrics" are similar to "late adopters". "Midcentrics" can be 
considered as "early and late majority". "Allocentrics and "near allocentrics" fit 
"innovators" and "early adopters" profiles. The three major categories, psychocentrics, 
midcentrics, and allocentrics, are described in Table 1. Near psychocentrics and near 
allocentrics are subcategories of psychocentrics and allocentrics, respectively. Each 
subcategory tends to contain almost all characteristics of the related major category. 
Table 1. Plog's 3 Major Categories of Travelers 
Travelers' types Personality profiles 
Psychocentrics 
Allocentrics 
■ Somewhat intellectually restricted 
■ Cautious and conservative in their daily lives 
■ Restrictive in spending discretionary income 
■ Prefer popular, well-known brands of consumer 
products 
■ Face daily life with little self confidence 
■ Like structure and routine 
■ Prefer to be surrounded by family and friends 
■ Intellectually curious 
■ Make decisions quickly and easily 
■ Spend discretionary income more readily 
■ Like to choose new products 
■ Full of self-confidence 
■ Are active and like variety 
■ Prefer to be alone and somewhat meditative 
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Table 1. (Continued) 
Travelers' types Personality profiles 
Midcentrics ■ Have mixture of personality characteristics that may lead an individual one way or the other 
Psychocentrics (about 3% of population) are travelers who tend to be non-
adventurous, take low risks, lack confidence, and show little interest in events or 
activities in other countries. Allocentrics are intellectually curious, adventurous, willing 
to try new products, and are not adverse to risk and uncertainty. This group of 
travelers also represents about 3% of the population. They enjoy exploring and 
searching, and like the sense of discovery. 
Most of the population consists of midcentrics. This block of travelers demands 
familiar environments. They would not mind experiencing something new but it needs 
to be safe and known. Midcentrics travel to obtain a break in the routine; they want 
variety without being too exotic. Risk aversion and uncertainty avoidance are inherent 
to this category. 
Plog (1974, 1991) argued that destinations go through a cycle, which displaces 
allocentrics as adjustments are made to make the destination more appealing to 
midcentrics, who are the mass market. Allocentrics tend to be attracted first to a 
destination. Later, they distribute information about their experiences, reducing the. 
"unknown" for the next wave of midcentrics. 
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Knowledge about relationships among travelers' psychological traits, their risk 
aversion, receptiveness, and destination choice might be useful in developing and 
projecting risk reduction messages. Receptiveness, according to Plog (1974), varies 
among these traveler groups. Targeting the most receptive group of travelers with the 
message that satisfies their safety needs may enhance the effectiveness of the 
communication program, and improve a destination's image. 
Targeting the least risk averse segment of customers corresponds with 
diffusion and adoption across the product life theory commonly used in marketing and 
that is similar to Plog's theory. Diffusion and adoption theory states that consumers 
adopt new products at different rates depending on their level of aversion to change 
and risk (Reid &Bojanic, 2001). "Innovators" and "early adopters" are the most- likely 
to try new products and services. They are followed by "early and late majority" and 
"late adopters". Reid and Bojanic (2001) suggested that it is critical that individuals 
representing "innovators" and "early adopters" are reached by marketing efforts first. If 
they are satisfied with an offering, they will then positively influence other categories 
and the number of customers will increase over time. 
Uncertainty 
According to Covello (1983, 1992b), research in cognitive psychology has 
identified 47 known factors that influence perception of risk. One of the most important 
factors is familiarity, which can be interpreted as a level of uncertainty about an object. 
Slovic (1986, 1987) has identified a large number of qualitative and value attributes ~of 
risks that affect how the public perceives different risks. Slovic defines a "risk space" 
with two main dimensions. On one axis, risks are ranked from ''known" to "unknown", 
18 
which can be associated with the level of uncertainty. On the other axis, risks are 
ranked from "dreaded" to "not dreaded". 
The concept of perceived risk in consumer behavior similarly defines risk in 
terms of consumer perceptions of the uncertainty and adverse consequences of 
buying a product or service. Cox (1967) stated that uncertainty in this context means 
uncertainty as perceived by a consumer. Perceived risk represents a consumer's 
uncertainty about the potential positive or negative consequences of the purchase 
decision. Buyers usually prefer to decrease this uncertainty in order to reduce chances 
of making a purchase they will regret (Arnould, Price & Zinkhan, 2002). 
Consumers tend to seek information until they are able to reduce their 
uncertainty and specific risk to a level below their acceptable risk (Graham, 1994). 
Reducing uncertainty is by far the most widespread strategy of reducing perceived 
risk. In most cases this involves information processing through receiving or seeking 
and evaluating new data (Cox, 1967). Perceived risk is viewed as changing over time 
as the consumer obtains and processes new information decreasing the level of 
uncertainty about the product. Scherer (1991) suggested that by regulating the supply 
of information and its fit, consumer behavior can be channeled towards a desirable 
outcome. 
Some consumers perceive higher risk in certain product categories that are 
usually associated with substantial investments. Consumers are likely to view 
infrequent high-involvement purchases differently than frequent low-involvement 
purchases. For making decisions about high-involvement purc~~ases such as long- 
distance travel plans, travelers prefer to rely on in-depth inforr~iation rather than limited 
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information presented in traditional static ads and brochures (Bonn. et al., 1999). 
Travelers often are likely to actively seek additional information in order to reduce 
perceived risk. In such cases, risk handling is largely information management. Thus, 
marketers can resolve consumer uncertainty through formal communication. 
Communication Strategy 
Consumers assign value to information according to the certainty of 
information. Uncertainty and information can be considered reciprocal properties. In 
many situations, lack of information implies uncertainty, and vise versa (Cox, 1967). 
Nevertheless, not all types of information lead to the uncertainty reduction. Consumers 
seem highly selective in the use of information. Typically, a consumer will utilize 
information that is relevant to the situation; i.e., the information that best reduces the 
amount of perceived risk. That type of information would be considered as having high 
value (Cox, 1967). Newton (1967) supported that statement suggesting that 
consumers will be more likely to respond to an appeal reassuring them or reducing 
their risk in the dimension where they perceive the greatest risk. 
Not all kinds of information would affect risk perceptions. It is critical to identify 
factors that are most important from a consumer's perspective and would facilitate 
information fit and risk reduction. Consumers attribute differer~~ value to different 
aspects of risk (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). They look for different information in the 
message that is designed to reduce their uncertainty (Cox, 1967). Therefore, critical 
points common .for the majority of the audience (travelers) need to be found. 
Bauer (1967) .and Crane (1966) suggested that credibility is a common factor 
in information processing. The more credible the source of information, the more 
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effective will be the message emanating from that source. Nolan (1976) identified that 
in terms of the credibility of travel information sources, guidebooks were rated the 
highest. Government services and the advice of friends or relatives were rated as 
most informative. Mitchell and Vassos (1997) found that the most important risk 
reducers in terms of credibility were independent travel reviews. 
Sunstein (2002) suggested that perceptions of risk can be mediated by 
perceptions of benefit. Information about benefits alters judgments about risks, and 
information about risks alters judgments about benefits. He suggested that messages 
including information about benefits related to a purchase would reduce perceived risk 
associated with that action. 
There have not been any studies about specific content of the uncertainty 
lessening message in the hospitality and tourism literature. However, some studies on 
isk reduction and travelers' decision making are worth noting. Mitchell and Vassos 
(1997) proposed that risk reduction strategies should focus on one of the two 
components of -risk: either increasing the certainty that the holiday will be positive or 
reducing the consequences if something goes wrong. The more feasible option in this 
case seems to increase certainty that the holiday will be satisfactory. 
Sonmez, Apostopoulos, and Tarlow (1999) suggested that potentially 
successful strategies involve not only promotional activities, but also provide 
comprehensive information for the media, international tour operators, travel agents, 
and actual travelers. According to Pizam and Mansfield (1996), strategies aimed at 
perceived risk reduction should target a less sensitive market segment, thus ensuring 
a quick recovery from the downward trend. This also correspo: ~!s with Plog's theory of 
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first attracting allocentrics. Sandman (1987) and Slovic (1986} recommend that any 
message must be sensitive to the receiver's frame of reference to the problem. Risk 
comparisons should account for the qualitative dimensions of risk. Communication 
activities should provide individuals with what they actually need or want to know. 
Prideaux (1996) stated that many tourists select travel holiday destinations 
using a criteria checklist including factors such as personal safety, value, and the 
image of the destination. Laarman and Gregersen (1996) indicate that the value of a 
recreation site is determined by accommodations, food, attractions (especially unique 
ones), and infrastructure factors such as quality and presence of ground 
transportation, guide service, and cooperative governments. All these findings 
correspond to travelers' needs and various types of perceived risks: physical, 
financial, psychological, satisfaction, and time. Therefore, it seems logical to assume 
that a message designed to reduce risk perceptions should contain information about 
personal safety issues, attractions (especially unique ones, such as scenic beauty, 
wildlife, and cultural heritage), value, infrastructure, and other perceived benefits. 
Price Premium 
Price premium is defined as a measure of the extra return, or risk premium, that 
investors demand to bear risk (Bodie &Merton, 2002). Consumers are viewed as 
investors in this context. Price premium is considered extra rr;oney consumers are 
willing to pay for an offering. This concept derives from the risk and return theory 
commonly used in finance literature, which suggests that if the relationship between 
risk and return is positive, greater risk is associated with greater benefits (Bodie & 
Merton, 2000). It corresponds with the theory that the risk consumers are willing to 
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take should be compensated by the price of the offering. According to Brigham and 
Gapenski (1997), the higher the risk associated with investment/ purchase, the less 
the expected price and the less money consumers are willing to allocate for 
acquisition. In context of this study, risk aversion may drive consumers to pay a price 
premium for less risky products or services and expect less required return on the 
amount of investment (Bodie &Merton, 2002). 
Weber, Blais, and Betz (2002) looked at risk and return from a different 
perspective and stated that people's preference for risky options is assumed to reflect 
a tradeoff between an option's expected value and its riskiness. Preferences may 
differ because the decision maker perceives the risks and returns to be of different 
magnitude in various domains. Individuals do not appear to be consistently risk averse 
across different domains and situations. For example, one may like risk in a 
recreational domain and dislike it in the health and safety domain. The relationship 
between risk perceptions is different from their actual relationship in most financial 
world contexts where greater risks tend to be associated with greater benefits. Instead 
of finding a positive correlation, risk and benefits in all domains are negatively 
correlated (i.e. greater expected benefits were associated with smaller perceived 
risks). Similar results have been reported by other researchers (Slovic, 1997; 
Sunstein, 2002). Therefore, it appears that travelers are willing to spend more money 
to reduce perceived risks. Such a notion may create business opportunities and need 
to be explored by hospitality operators. 
The effect of price on perceived quality and risk also has been investigated by 
Jacoby et al. (1971, 1977) and Mitchell and Greatorex (1989). Higher price is found to be 
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associated with better perceived quality and less perceived risk. On the other hand, 
Roselius (1971) proposed that higher price leads to higher perceived risk. Such 
inconsistency in results indicates that an investigation of the relationship between price 
premium and perceived risk needs to be done in the specific area of destination choice. 
Summary 
This literature review indicates that risk perception is an important factor in 
consumer decision making. Uncertainty and consequences of an outcome were found 
to be the terms defining perceived risk. Reducing uncertainty has been the most 
common strategy of reducing perceived risk. Psychological types of travelers also can 
affect risk perceptions. Marketers can resolve consumer uncer~~ainty through an 
appropriate communication strategy. Credibility of information, as well as information 
on benefits associated with offerings, have been identified as critical points for a 
successful risk reduction communication strategy. 
Additional investigation of travelers' willingness to allocate more money to the 
offerings that they perceive as more safe and secure needs to be conducted. Moreover, 
few studies on risk reduction were identified in the hospitality context, specifically in the 
destination choice framework, indicating the need for further development. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
Sample 
A sample of 200 undergraduate students enrolled at Iowa State University was 
selected to participate in the study. Students from Hotel, Restaurant, and Institution 
Management Program, English, Sociology, and the Business ~c►Ilege were selected 
because of the convenience and availability. Experimental subjects were randomly 
assigned to five groups. Each group was given a different scenario but answered the 
same set of questions. Although the use of students as surrogates has been 
questioned, the study required a relatively homogeneous group to control for social 
and demographic characteristics external to the experimental treatments. Student 
samples are typically similar in age, financial resources, life stage, and travel 
experience. Therefore, the differences in results are more likely to be attributed to risk 
treatment. 
Research Design and Treatments 
Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) and Mitchell and Vassos X1997) suggested that 
research should study risk perceptions towards some fixed destination in order to 
reduce ambiguity and increase validity. Swaziland was chosen as a destination for a 
10-day vacation because it is relatively unknown to the majority of the travel 
population and can be considered a relatively safe destination. Africa is the least 
traveled continent and Swaziland particularly is politically and economically stable 
(WTO, 2004). Respondents were provided with realistic scenarios in which they were 
asked to imagine a situation in which they were thinking about a trip to Swaziland 
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(Appendix A). This method of measuring the construct is com~ionly used in risk 
research (Dowling & Staelin, 1994). 
Respondents were assigned to five experimental conditions with variation in 
levels of information quality (uncertainty), which was defined by credibility of 
information and benefits associated with the trip to Swaziland. The first scenario (total 
uncertainty) involved a situation when respondents were given information only about 
the region and the country and did not involve any treatments. The next four scenarios 
incorporated research treatments, four possible combinations 
of high or low credibility information and absence or presence of information on 
benefits. 
All scenarios except the first one contained a message developed according to 
protection motivation theory (Rogers, 1975). This message stated that the magnitude 
of the danger and the probability that something dangerous happens in the destination 
is low and effective forces to control danger exist reducing consequences if something 
goes wrong. 
The source of the message (origin of information) was presented as 
recommended by Bauer (1967), Crane (1966), Mitchell and Vassos (1997), and Nolan 
(1976). These scenarios also incorporated suggestions by Sunstein (2002), Prideaux 
(1996), and Laarman and Gregsen (1996). They included or omitted information about 
benefits associated with the destination choice, such as scenir beauty, unique 
attractions, cultural heritage, available infrastructure, and opportunities for rest, 
relaxation, and entertainment. 
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The second scenario involved a situation when low credibility of information (a 
commissioned travel agent) is engaged and no information on benefits was provided. 
The third scenario contained information from high credibility sources (government 
agencies and independent travel reviews), but benefits were not included in the 
message. Scenario four and five varied in the credibility of information, but both 
contained information on benefits. 
Table 2. Scenarios for Treatment Groups 
Scenario Condition Provided Information 
1 Maximum 
uncertainty 
2 Low credibility 
No benefits 
3 High credibility 
No benefits 
4 Low credibility 
Benefits 
■ Country 
■ Region 
Local travel agent provides a brochure that 
states that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
Government agencies and independent travel 
reviews indicate that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
Local travel agent provides a brochure 
that states that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
Information about unique attractions: 
■ Wildlife and scenic beauty 
■ Cultural heritage 
■ Available infrastructure 
■ Opportunities for rest, relaxation, and 
entertainment 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Scenario Condition Provided Information 
5 High credibility 
Benefits 
Government agencies and independent travel 
reviews indicate that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
Information about unique attractions: 
■ Wildlife and scenic beauty 
■ Cultural heritage 
■ Available infrastructure 
Opportunities for rest, relaxation, and 
entertainment 
Questionnaire Design 
The first part of the questionnaire included demographic information, as was 
suggested by Churchill and lacobucci (2002). The second part included questions 
related to psychological types of respondents in terms of their risk behavior. This part 
of the questionnaire was developed according to Plog's (2001) personality profiles and 
recreational risk-perceptions scale (Weber et al., 2002). 
The third part of the questionnaire addressed issues of risk perceptions towards 
international traveling in general and specifically to the trip to Swaziland. To cover the 
full range of risk-taking situations encountered by travelers, questionnaire items 
assessed several behavioral domains: safety/health, financial, equipment, time, 
satisfaction, social, terrorism, and political instability (Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992; 
Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). Anine-point Likert type rating scale was used to measure 
perceived risk ranging from 1 (Not risky at all) to 9 (Extremely risky). 
The fourth part of the questionnaire examined respondents' intentions to 
purchase, and questions about willingness to allocate more money on an offering that 
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is considered safer than others. Webb (2002) stated that researchers should use a 
measure of the perception toward a specific action with the object (destination in this 
case) rather than measure attitudes toward the object itself. Therefore, in order to 
predict future behavior, questions about risk perceptions of the object were presented 
together with questions about respondents' attitudes concerning behavior towards the 
offering. 
As suggested by Mitchell and Vassos (1997), anine-point rating scale ranging 
from 1 (no intention) to 9 (definite purchase) was used while measuring intentions to 
purchase since it closely resembles a 0-1 probability scale with which most 
respondents are familiar. Question about willingness to allocate more money on safer 
offerings was assessed using anine-point Likert rating scale ranging from 1 
(Extremely not willing) to 9 (Extremely willing). This approach has displayed 
acceptable levels of validity and reliability (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). 
Experiential subjects had to complete questionnaires (Appendix A) after 
reading randomly assigned scenarios. They responded to questions about their 
demographics, risk behavior, risk perceptions, willingness. to obtain the offering, and 
price they would be willing to pay for it. 
Use of Human Subjects in Research 
The research protocol and questionnaire were approved by the Iowa State 
University (ISU) Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research. The ISU 
Committee examined the study protocol and questionnaire in order to ensure that the 
rights and welfare of human subjects were protected. Approval for the use of human 
subjects was obtained prior to data collection (Appendix B). 
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Pilot Test 
A pilot test was conducted with undergraduate students in the Hotel, 
Restaurant, and Institution Management program at Iowa State University. 
Respondents were asked to answer and critique the questionnaire to assess 
whether the respondents understood all questions and to determine preliminary 
reliability of the questionnaire's items, and the amount of time it .took to complete the 
questionnaire. Wording suggestions were considered and the questionnaire was 
revised based on recommendations. After running reliability analysis for scales used 
in the questionnaire, the initial scale measuring psychological characteristics of 
respondents was rejected and a new one by Weber et al. (2002) was applied. 
Data Collection 
Classes at the 200-400 levels were selected in order to ~►utain a 
demographically consistent sample and due to convenience and availability. 
The consent letter and questionnaire were distributed to students at the 
beginning of their classes. The consent letter explained the purpose of the study and 
introduced scenarios. Respondents were able to complete the questionnaire in 10 to 
15 minutes. 
Data Analysis 
After all data were collected, SPSS 11.0 was utilized to examine obtained 
information. Likert scale (itemized rating scale) provides the best fit for assessment of 
ordinal ranked categories. A ~ronbach alpha reliability coefficient was calculated to 
determine the reliability for the questionnaire items in part II, 161, and IV (Cronbach, 
1951). 
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Descriptive statistics were used to analyze demographic characteristics of 
respondents as well as to test hypotheses. Ordinal logistic regression, univariate 
analysis of variance, and non-parametric tests were used to test hypotheses. The 
summary of data analysis methods is presented in Table 3. 
T~~ble 3. Data Analysis 
F-lypotheses and Statistics Test 
Methods 
Ordinal logistic 
Regression, 
H1, H2 
■ Parameter Tests the depenr~ ::r1ce of categorical 
estimates ordinal responses on a set of 
categorical predictors 
■ Model fitting, Examines whether the model 
Goodness-of--fit adequately fits the data 
■ .Pseudo R2
Univariate P-values, 
analysis, F-statistics 
H1, H2 
■ Partial Eta 
■ Observed power 
Estimates the proportion of variance 
in the dependent variable that can 
be explained by the independent 
variable 
Examines effects of independent 
variable on the means of the 
groupings of a single dependent 
variable 
Assesses prediction. power of the 
independent var~~bles 
Examines probability that the 
F-test detects differences between 
groups equal to those implied by 
the sample difference 
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Table 3. (Continued) 
Hypotheses and 
Methods 
Statistics Test 
Non-parametric Kendal's tau Measures associations, directions, 
tests and strength, for ordinal or ranked 
H 1, H2, H3 variables 
■ Spearman Measures associations, directions, 
correlation and strength for ordinal or ranked 
variables that do not satisfy 
normality assumption 
To test Hypothesis I (relationships befinreen risk perceptions and 
psychological types of respondents) cross tabulation, ordinal logistic regression, and 
univariate analysis of variance were used to analyze data (Table 3). Directional and 
symmetric cross-tabulation measures such as Kendall's tau-b, Kendall's tau-c, and 
Spearman correlation were used to measure associations (direction and strength of 
relationships) between psychological types of respondents ar~~i their perceived risk 
of international travel (Paulson, 2003). 
Univariate analysis (General Linear Model procedure) was applied to test null 
hypotheses about effects of independent variable (psychological types) on the 
means of various groupings of a single dependent variable (perceived risk of 
international travel). P-values were used as rejection or acceptance criteria for the 
hypothesis. Partial Eta squared was used to assess prediction power of the 
independent variable. Observed Power values were calculated to examine the 
probability that the F-test detected the differences befinreen groups equal to those 
implied by the sample difference (Paulson, 2003). 
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Ordinal logistic regression was applied to model the dependence of categorical 
ordinal responses (perceived risks of international travel) on a set of categorical 
predictors (psychological types). The estimated coefficients reflected how changes in 
the psychological types (predictors) affected perceived risks (response). Model fitting 
and goodness of fit (more sensitive to small expected frequencies) statistics showed 
whether the model adequately fitted the data. Pseudo R—Square coefficient estimated 
the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that was explained by the 
independent variable. Parameter estimate significance levels were used to examine 
the effect of the independent variables (parameters) on the dependent variable 
(Paulson, 2003). 
To test Hypothesis 11(relationship between perceived risk and information 
qualify) ordinal logisfic regression, univariate analysis, and cross-tabulation 
approaches were used. Perceived risk related to the trip to Swaziland (perceived risks 
II) was the dependent variable. Scenarios, psychological types, and perceived risk of 
international travel were independent variables. The same types of coefficients and 
indicators as in Hypothesis I were used to assess relationships among variables in 
Hypothesis II (Table 3). 
Associations between perceived risk and price premium in Hypothesis 111 were 
tested applying cross-tabulation and descriptive statistics. Spearman's correlation and 
Kendall's tau-b and tau-c were used to measure association (strength and direction) 
between perceived risk and willingness to spend more money on a trip to Swaziland if 
more safety and security is provided (Table 3). Results obtained testing the 
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hypotheses were expected to reveal patterns of risk perceptions and their effect on 
respondents' decision-rriaking process (Paulson, 2003). 
Summary 
The need for research and theoretical underpinnings w ire established in 
Chapters I and Chapter II. Chapter III concentrated on the methodology for the study. 
This chapter discussed the approach that was applied to explore the research 
problem. Details on sample size, selection of respondents, and use of human subjects 
were stated. Experimental treatments (scenarios), questionnaire design, and statistical 
methods applied were also discussed in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4. MANAGEMENT OF PERCEIVED RISK IN CONTEXT OF 
DESTINATION CHOICE 
A paper to be submitted to the Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 
Lisa Slevitch, Amit Sharma, Ph. D. 
Abstract 
It is commonly agreed that safety and its opposite risk are critical factors in the 
hospitality and tourism industry. However, practitioners tend t0 concentrate nearly all 
their efforts on improving actual risks. At the same time, perceived risk truly influences 
consumers' decisions and this type of risk has not been actively integrated into the 
hospitality and tourism domain. As a result, there is often a gap between actual and 
perceived risk. 
The primary objective of this study was to examine how perceived risk can be 
managed in the destination choice context by exploring relationships among risk 
perceptions, uncertainty (information quality), psychological types of travelers, and 
price premium. Eight types of perceived risk were investigated: health/life risk, 
financial risk, personal satisfaction risk, social risk, time risk, technical risk, political 
risk, and terrorism risk. Findings suggested that information quality was negatively 
associated with perceived risk and positively associated with price premium. No 
significant interactions between perceived risk and psychological types of travelers 
were identified. Managerial implications for how these findings can be incorporated 
into risk management strategies are presented. 
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Introduction 
The importance of safety and security as well as risk reduction. have been the 
two major topics examined by hospitality and tourism researchers (Cristal, 1993; 
Edgell, 1990; Pizam, 1982; Pizam &Mansfield, 1996; Ryan, 1993; Schiebler, Crotts, & 
Hollinger, 1996). While most academics agree that tourism thrives only under 
conditions that provide tourists with maximum safety and protection, few attempts 
have been made to examine a consumer behavior approach to risk and safety issues 
in the hospitality context. Although improvements in safety and security are vital for a 
destination's prosperity, measures reducing actual risks may not be sufficient enough 
in order to attract travelers. Perceived risk is what really affects travelers' decision 
making process (Royal Society, 1992). 
This study attempted to determine whether risk perceptions can be managed 
through the improvement of information quality (uncertainty levels) in a specific 
context of destination choice. Results of this study also provide information on how 
risk taking tendencies depend on personality types defined by. Plog (1974). Hospitality 
practitioners may find it difficult to convince their managers or stakeholders to invest 
into risk management. These stakeholders prefer financial evidence supporting their 
investment in such actions. That is why this study examined not only how risk 
perceptions can be changed, but also whether consumers would be willing to pay 
extra for products and services they perceive as more safe and secure. 
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Theoretical Underpinnings 
Perceived Risk 
Safety and security are vital for destinations and image is a critical factor in the 
destination choice process (Gartner &Hunt 1987; Pearce 1982; Reilly 1990). 
Travelers are inclined to avoid certain destinations and choose to take a trip to other 
locations based on associated risk. When risk concerns are introduced into travel 
decisions, they have a potential to become overriding factors that can cause travelers 
to .amend travel plans (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). 
Hospitality and tourism operators have been trying hard to increase the safety 
and security of their products and services. Such measures are important, but might 
not be sufficient. Practitioners tend to concentrate nearly all their efforts on improving 
actual risk emphasizing technical aspects of their offerings. As a result, there is often a 
gap between actual and perceived risk. Ordinary travelers tend to focus less on the 
technical aspects of risks, but are more likely to respond to qualitative and perceptual 
attributes of risks, which experts usually ignore (troth, 1991). Perceived risk truly 
influences travelers' choices. For example, tourists would be less attracted to the 
destination projecting a message that crime rates are three cases per 10,000 of 
population, but more attracted to the destination compared with a country that is 
considered safe, for example Canada, but technically with the same three crime cases 
per 10,000 of people. 
Disproportion between actual and perceived risk can generate dangers as well 
as opportunities for involved parties. Covello (1983, 1992a, 1992b) suggested that 
actual risks are difficult to measure and manage. At the same time, perceived risk can 
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be managed through the right communication strategy. Actual risk may stay the same, 
but perceived safety and security may be improved. Several studies in the area of risk 
communication have shown that risk perceptions can be improved through addressing 
people's concerns (Covello, 1992a). 
Perceived risk has been conceptualized on two dimensions: uncertainty and 
consequences (Cox, 1967). From the consumer behavior perspective, uncertainty 
means subjective uncertainty as perceived by consumers. Cox (1967) suggested that 
information and uncertainty are reciprocal properties. In many situations, lack of 
information implies uncertainty and vice versa. Therefore, risk handling is largely 
information handling. Reducing uncertainty is the most common strategy of reducing 
perceived risk. Uncertainty is manageable and, from the practitioner's perspective, is 
the most important and controllable of all risk perception dimensions. 
Kaplan, Szybillo and Tocoby (1974) identified five types of risk perceived by 
consumers: performance, physical, financial, psychological, and social. Roselius 
(1971) includes time loss in this list of risk types. All risks derive from concerns 
associated with a product or service. Performance risk can be related to the concern 
that the offering might not perform as desired. Threats to health and life are 
associated with physical risk. Financial risk includes concerns about how much money 
might be lost by acquisition. Psychological risk involves aspects of being disappointed 
or socially judged. Time risk refers to the amount of time that could be lost if the 
product fails. Each product or service has a set of risks associated with its purchase. 
As mentioned earlier, risk perceptions are contextual and situation specific. 
Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) suggested that depending on the context decision 
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makers should pay more attention to some risk dimensions than others. Financial, 
psychological, satisfaction, and time risks were found to be most frequently associated 
with travel and tourism. Mitchell and Vassos (1997) stated that, in spite of its 
subjective and contextual nature, perceived risk as a concept is quite universal, and 
Hofstede's (1980) uncertainty avoidance index as a measure of risk perception can be 
used to evaluate risk perceptions in most cultures. 
Psychological Types of Travelers 
Risk perceptions and risk-taking behavior is affected by personality types and 
risk aversion varies among individuals (Royal Society, 1992). Plog (1974) stated that 
depending on personality traits, tourists are more or less risk averse. He developed "a 
continuum of Allocentrism/ Psychocentrism" that is used as a t!~eoretical foundation to 
explain how personality types affect various aspects of travel, tourism, leisure, and life. 
Plog (1974) identified five categories of travelers: "psychocentrics", "near 
psychocentrics", "midcentrics", "near allocentrics", and "allocentrics". Psychocentrics 
(about 3% of population) are travelers who tend to be non-adventurous, take low risks, 
lack confidence, and show little interest in events or activities in other countries. 
Allocentrics are intellectually curious, adventurous, willing to try new products, and are 
not adverse to risk and uncertainty. This group of travelers also represents about 3% 
of the population. They enjoy exploring and searching, and like the sense of discovery. 
Most of the population consists of midcentrics. This block of travelers demands 
more familiar environments. They would not mind experiencing something new, but it 
needs to be safe and known. Midcentrics travel to obtain a break in the routine; they 
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want variety without being too exotic. Risk aversion and uncertainty avoidance are 
inherent to this category. 
Information Quality 
Not all kinds of information would affect risk perceptions and reduce 
uncertainty. Bauer (1967) and Crane (1966) suggested that credibility is a common 
factor in information processing. The more credible the source of information, the 
more effective the message will be in terms of risk reduction. Nolan (1976) identified 
that in terms of the credibility of travel information sources, guidebooks were rated 
highest whereas government services and advice of friends or relatives were rated 
most informative. Mitchell and Vassos (1997) found that the most important risk 
reducers in terms of credibility were independent travel reviews. 
Sunstein (2002) suggested that perceptions of risk can be mediated by 
perceptions of benefit. Information about benefits alters judgments about risks, and 
information about risks alters judgments about benefits. Messages including 
information about benefits related to a purchase can reduce perceived risk associated 
with that action. 
Laarman and Gregersen (1996) indicate that the value of a recreation site is 
determined by accommodations, food, attractions (especially unique ones), and 
infrastructure factors such as quality and presence of ground transportation, guide 
service, and cooperative governments. 
All these findings correspond to travelers' needs and various types of perceived 
risks: physical, financial, social, personal satisfaction, technical, and time. Therefore, it 
seems logical to assume that a message designed to reduce risk perceptions should 
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contain information about personal safety issues, attractions (especially unique ones, 
such as scenic beauty, wildlife, and cultural heritage), value, infrastructure, and other 
perceived benefits. 
Price Premium 
Price premium generally is defined as a measure of .extra return or risk 
premium that investors demand to bear risk (Bodie &Merton, 2000). Consumers are 
viewed as investors and price premium is considered as the extra money they are 
willing to pay for an offering. Relationships between risk and return are considered as 
positive; greater risk is associated with greater benefits. 
In the context of consumer behavior, risk aversion drives consumers to pay a 
price premium for less risky products or services and expect less required return on 
the amount of investment (Bodie &Merton, 2002). Weber et al. (2002) looked at risk 
and return from a different perspective and stated that people's preferences may differ 
because the decision maker perceives the risks and returns to be of different 
magnitude in various domains. For example, one may not be willing to pay extra for 
less risk in a social risk domain, but would invest extra money in risk reduction in the 
health and safety area. 
Research Objectives, -Model and Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to investigate how perceived risk could be 
managed in the destination choice context by investigating the effect of information 
quality and travelers' psychological types on risk perceptions. It was critical to identify 
whether improvements in perceived risk will enhance travelers' willingness to a pY 
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extra money for the offerings that they perceive as safe and secure. Figure 1 
illustrates the hypotheses examined in this study. 
Figure 1. Research Model and Hypotheses. 
Risk 
Perceptions I 
H2 
H1 
Travelers' 
Psychological 
Types 
Source and 
Credibility of 
Information 
Benefits 
H2 Risk 
Perceptions II 
H3 Price 
Premium 
In order to meet objectives and address the research questions, the following 
hypotheses were tested: 
H 1. There is a negative relationship between respondents' risk aversion scores 
and their risk perceptions. Risk perceptions vary among psychocentrics, 
allocentrics, and midcentrics. Allocentrics are expected to be least risk averse. 
Psychocentrics are expected to be most risk averse and score the highest 
values on the risk perception scale. 
H2. There is a negative relationship between quality of information and 
perceptual riskiness. Information of higher quality is assumed to decrease 
perceived risk. Perceived risks will be positively influenced b credibilit of Y Y 
information as well as information on benefits. 
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H3.. Willingness to pay a higher price for a travel offering will be positively 
associated with higher perceived risk. Travelers would be willing to pay extra 
money for an offering if more safety and security were provided. 
Sample 
A sample of 200 undergraduate students enrolled at Iowa State University was 
selected to participate in the study. Students from Hotel, Restaurant, and Institution 
Management Program, English, Sociology, and the Business College were selected 
because of the convenience and availability. Experimental subjects were randomly 
assigned to five groups. Each group was given a different scenario but answered the 
same set of questions. Although the use of students as surrogates has been 
questioned, the study required a relatively homogeneous group to control for social 
and demographic characteristics external to the experimental treatments. Student 
samples typically are similar in age, financial resources, life stage, and travel 
experience. Therefore, the differences in results are more likely to be attributed to risk 
treatment. 
Research Design and Treatments 
Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) and Mitchell and Vassos (1997) suggested that 
research should study risk perceptions towards some fixed destination in order to 
reduce ambiguity and increase validity. Swaziland was chosen as a destination for a 
10-day vacation because it is relatively unknown to the majority of the travel 
population. Realistic scenarios were provided. Respondents were asked to imagine a 
situation in which they were thinking about a trip to Swaziland were provided (see 
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Appendix A). This method of measuring the construct is commonly used in risk 
research (Dowling & Staelin, 1994). 
Respondents were assigned to five experimental conditions with variation in 
information quality, which were defined by credibility and trustworthiness of 
information source and information on benefits associated with the trip to Swaziland. 
The first scenario (total uncertainty) involved a situation where no information was 
provided except the region and the country. 
The remaining four scenarios incorporated research treatments, four possible 
combinations of high or low quality of information and absence or presence of 
information on benefits. All scenarios except the first one contained a message 
developed according to protection motivation theory (Rogers, 1975). This message 
states that the magnitude of the danger and the probability that something dangerous 
could happen in the destination is low and effective forces to control danger exist 
reducing consequences if something goes wrong. The summary of information 
presented in scenarios is summarized in Table 2. 
Table 2. Scenarios for Treatment Groups 
Scenario Condition Provided Information 
1 Maximum uncertainty 
2 Low credibility 
No benefits 
■ Country 
■ Region 
Local travel agent provides a brochure that 
states that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Scenario Condition Provided Information 
3 High credibility 
No benefits 
4 Low credibility 
Benefits 
5 High credibility 
Benefits 
Government agencies and independent travel 
reviews indicate that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
Local travel agent provides a brochure that 
states that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
Information about unique .attractions: 
■ ,Wildlife and scenic beauty 
■ Cultural heritage 
■ Available infrastructure 
■ Opportunities for rest, relaxation, and 
entertainment 
Government agencies an~r independent travel 
reviews indicate that: 
■ Magnitude of danger is low 
■ Probability of risk occurrence is low 
Information about unique attractions: 
■ Wildlife and scenic beauty 
■ Cultural heritage 
■ Available infrastructure 
■ Opportunities for rest, relaxation, and 
entertainment 
Questionnaire Design 
A written questionnaire was developed. Questions focused on respondents' risk 
perceptions, personality types, demographic profiles, and dest~#ration choice plans. 
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Experimental subjects completed questionnaires after reading randomly assigned 
scenarios. The first part of the questionnaire included demographic information. The 
second part included questions related to psychological types of respondents in terms 
of their risk behavior. This part of the questionnaire was developed according to Plog's 
(2001) personality profiles and recreational risk-perceptions scale (Weber et al., 
2002). The third part of the questionnaire addressed risk perceptions towards 
international traveling (Perceived risks I) and to the trip to Swaziland (Perceived risks 
II). To cover the full range of risk-taking situations encountered by travelers, 
questionnaire items assessed several behavioral domains: safety/health, financial, 
equipment, time, satisfaction, social, terrorism, and political instability (Roehl & 
Fesenmaier, 1992; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). Anine-point Likert-type rating scale was 
used to measure perceived risk ranging from 1 (Not risky at all) to 9 (Extremely risky). 
The fourth part of the questionnaire examined respondents' intentions to 
purchase a trip to Swaziland, and questions about willingness to allocate more 
money on an offering that was considered safer than others. As suggested by 
Mitchell and Vassos (1997), anine-point rating scale ranging from 1 (no intention) to 
9 (definite purchase) was used to measure intentions to purchase because it closely 
resembles a 0-1 probability scale with which most respondents are familiar. A 
question about willingness to allocate more money for safer offerings was assessed 
using nine-point Likert rating scale ranging from 1 (Extremely not willing) to 9 
(Extremely willing). This approach has displayed acceptable levels of validity and 
reliability (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). 
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Data Analysis 
To test Hypotheses I and II, cross tabulation, ordinal logistic regression, and 
univariate analysis of variance were used to analyze categorical. data. A p-value of 
less than or equal 0.05 was used as a measure for accepting hypotheses. 
Associations between perceived risks and price premium in Hypothesis III were tested 
applying cross-tabulation and descriptive statistics. Results were expected to reveal 
patterns of risk perceptions and their effect on respondents' decision-making process. 
Results 
A total of 200 usable questionnaires was collected from a sample of Iowa 
State University undergraduate students (100% response). Five scenarios were 
equally distributed among respondents and 40 questionnaires for each scenario 
were obtained. Characteristics of respondents to the questionnaire are presented in 
Table 3. The majority of respondents (85.5%) were between 19 and 22 years of age. 
Females represented 63% of the sample, which is a typical praportion for Family and 
Consumer Science, Sociology, and Marketing students at Iowa State University. 
Such disproportion should not significantly affect results because risk perceptions 
tend not to be affected by gender (Cox, 1967). 
Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents (N = 200) 
Characteristic n 
Age 
18-20 years 78 39.0 
21-23 years 106 53.0 
24-26 years 12 6.0 
28-30 years 2 1.0 
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Table 3. (Continued) 
Characteristic n 
Gender 
Male 76 37 
Female 124 63 
Years in College 
1-3 years 111 55.5 
4-5 years 87 43.5 
6 years and more 29 22.0 
Reliability analysis was conducted to assess the scales used in the study. 
Psychological type Scale I, which was designed in accordance with Plog's 
psychological characteristics of travelers (Plog, 1974), showed insufficient level of 
reliability (Cronbach alpha 0.52) and was disregarded while assessing respondents' 
psychological types. Psychological type Scale II (Weber et al., 2002) had a reliability 
coefficient of 0.80 and was used for assessment of psychological types of 
respondents. Both risk perception assessment scales showed satisfactory level of 
reliability, Cronbach alpha of 0.87 (Perceived Risk I) and 0.89 (Perceived Risk II), and 
were used to test risk perceptions of respondents in the travei context. The summary 
of reliability analysis is presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Reliabilities of the Scales 
Scale 
Psychological type scale I: 
1. I make decisions easily. 
2. I face daily life with self-confidence. 
3. I never look to authority figures (public personalities) 
for guidance and directions in my life. 
4. I often choose unknown brands of consumer products. 
5. I often spend money impulsively. 
6. I seek new experiences on a daily basis. 
7. I like to meet people who are different from me. 
8. I am pro-active in my daily life. 
9. I have an aversion to structure and routine. 
Psychological type scale II: 
1. Chasing a tornado by car to take photos that you can sell to press. 
2. Exploring an unknown city or section of a town. 
3. Going camping in the wild. 
4. Going down a ski run that is too hard or closed. 
5. Going on a safari in Africa. 
6. Going on a two-week vacation in a foreign country without booking accommodations 
ahead. 
7. Going on a whitewater rafting ay high water in spring. 
8. Periodically engaging in a dangerous sport (e.g. mountain climbing or sky diving). 
9. Trying bungee jumping. 
Perceived risks  I: 
1. Possibility of life endangerment, injury, or sickness while vacationing abroad. 
2. Possibility that a vacation abroad will not provide value for the money spent. 
3. Possibility that vacation abroad will not provide personal satisfaction and will not reflect 
my personality. 
4. Possibility that vacation abroad will negatively affect other's opinion of me. 
5. Possibility that vacation abroad will take too much time or will be a waste of time. 
6. Possibility of mechanical, equipment or organizational problems while on vacation 
abroad. 
7. Possibility of political turmoil in a country of visit. 
8. Possibility of terrorists' activities in a country of visit. 
Perceived risks II: 
1. Possibility of life endangerment, injury or sickness while vacationing in Swaziland. 
2. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will not provide value for the money spent. 
3. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will not provide personal satisfaction and will not 
reflect my personality. 
4. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will negatively affect other's opinion of me. 
5. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will take too much time or will be waste of time. 
6. Possibility of mechanical, equipment, or organizational problems while on vacation in 
Swaziland. 
7. Possibility of political turmoil in Swaziland. 
8. Possibility of terrorists' activities in Swaziland. 
Cronbach 
Alpha a 
0.52 
0.80 
0.87 
0.89 
a A Cronbach alpha of 0.7 or higher was considered acceptable 
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Psychological Types of Respondents 
Part two of the questionnaire measured respondents' psychological 
characteristics. Respondents were asked to assess possibilities of engaging in nine 
risky recreational activities. Possible scores on each questions varied from 1 ("low") to 
5 ("high"). Cronbach alpha of 0.89 was calculated for the scale. Therefore, all items 
were retained and the scale was considered reliable. 
The total scores for all nine scale items for each respondent were computed 
and then each respondent was placed in one of the following groups: psychocentric 
(1-9), near psychocentric (10-18), midcentric (19-27), near allocenric (28-36), 
allocentric (37-45). The summary of psychological types distribution is presented in 
Table 5. 
Psychological types were distributed in compliance with Plog's theory (Plog, 
1974). The largest group (41 %) was in the midcentrics category. Near psychocentrics 
and near allocentrics represented 18.5% and 25%, respectively. Psychocentrics (8%) 
and allocentrics (7.5%) were the smallest groups. 
Table 5. Psychological Types of Respondents 
Type Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Psychocentric 16 8.0 8.0 
Near psychocentric 37 18.5 26.5 
Midcentric 82 41.0 67.5 
Near allocenric 50 25.0 92.5 
Allocenric 15 7.5 100.0 
Total 200 100.0 
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Interactions between Psychological Types and Perceived Risks l 
Hypothesis I was rejected and no significant interaction :between psychological 
types of respondents and risk perceptions was identified. 
Univariate analysis of variance for Hypothesis I (Table 6) showed that 
psychological types of respondents were not associated with risk perceptions. For all 
eight types of Perceived risk I, no significant interactions between psychological types 
of respondents (independent variable) and risk perceptions (dependent variable) were 
identified.. There was a significant difference between the model and the data, which 
means that psychological type information did not comply with the Hypothesis I. Partial 
Eta coefficients for each observed risk indicated that psychological type had a low 
prediction power of less than 0.1. Observed power statistics showed that there was a 
high probability of type II error, from 0.423 to 0.577. 
Ordinal logistic regression approach also showed that psychological type did 
not influence risk perceptions (Table 7). Only in political and terrorism risk categories 
were some differences between allocentrics and near allocentrics observed. Pseudo 
R-Squared coefficients were low at less than 0.1, suggesting that psychological type 
had a poor prediction power in explaining variance in perceived risks of international 
travel. Additionally, analysis of perceived risk mean scores and measures of 
association statistics did not show expected declines in perceived risk from 
psychocentr~c to allocentric continuum (Table 8 and Table 9). 
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Table 6. Summary of Univariate Analysis of Variance for Interactions between 
Psychological Types and Perceived Risks I 
Dependent Variable Independent df Variable F Sig. 
b Partial Eta Observed 
squared Power a 
1. Health/ Life risk Type 4 1.053 0.381 0.021 0.329 
2. Financial risk Type 4 1.259 0.288 0.025 0.390 
3. Personal satisfaction Type 4 1.937 0.106 0.038 0.577 risk 
4. Social risk Type 4 1.455 0.217 0.029 0.447 
5. Time risk Type 4 1.177 0.322 0.024 0.366 
6. Technical risk Type 4 1.158 0.331 0.023 0.360 
7. Political risk Type 4 1.168 0.326 0.023 0.363 
8. Terrorism risk Type 4 1.959 0.326 0.023 0.363 
a Computed using alpha = 0.05 
b P-value less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
Table 7. Summary of Ordinal Logistic Regression for Interactions between 
Psychological Types and Perceived Risks I 
Risk Parameter Estimates Model Feting Goodness-of--Fit Pse 2do Sig. Sig. Sig. (Pearson) R 
1. Health/ Life risk I 
2. Financial risk I 
3. Personal satisfaction 
risk I 
[TYPE=1.00J 
[TYPE=2.00] 
[TYPE=3.00J 
[TYPE=4.00J 
[TYPE=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 
[TYPE=2.00J 
[TYPE=3.00J 
[TYPE=4.00J 
[TYPE=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 
[TYPE=2.00] 
[TYPE=3.00J 
(TYPE=4.00] 
[TYPE=5.00] 
0.167 
0.373 
0.151 
0.100 
0.494 0.360 0.017 
0.287 
0.303 
0.946 0.252 0.642 0.026 
0.834 
0.464 
0.905 
0.464 
0.320 
0.114 0.498 0.037 
a Computed using alpha = 0.05 
b P-value less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
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Table 7. (Continued) 
Risk Parameter Estimates Sig. 
Model Fitting Goodness-of-Fit Pseudo 
Sig.b Sig. (Pearson) R2 
4. Social risk I 
5. Time risk I 
6. Technical risk I 
7. Political risk I 
8. Terrorism risk I 
[TYPE=1.00] 0.409 
[TYPE=2.00] 0.932 
[TYPE=3.00] 0.474 
[TYPE=4.00] 0.488 
[TYPE=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 0.260 
[TYPE=2.00] 0.302 
[TYPE=3.00] 0.737 
(TYPE=4.00] 0.964 
[TYPE=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 0.385 
[TYPE=2.00] 0.556 
[TYPE=3.00] 0.878 
[TYPE=4.00] 0.173 
[TYPE=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 0.126 
[TYPE=2.00] 0.285 
[TYPE=3.00] 0.210 0.024 
[TYPE=4.00] 0.041 
[TYPE=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 0.577 
[TYPE=2.00] 0.327 
[TYPE=3.00] 0.153 
[TYPE=4.00] 0.050 
[TYPE=5.00] 
0.430 
0.440 
0.315 
0.653 0.019 
0.033 0.019 
0.300 0.023 
0.303 
0.025 0.285 
0.011 
0.059 
0.002 
0.005 
a Computed using alpha = 0.05 
b P-value less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
Table 8. Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Interactions between 
Psychotogicat Types and Perceived Risks t 
Risk Type Mean a Std. Deviation N (200) 
1. Health/ Life risk I 
2. Financial risk I 
Psychocentric 4.8 2.0 16 
Near Psychocentric 5.2 1.7 37 
Midcentric 5.0 1.7 82 
Near allocenric 4.8 1.8 50 
Allocentric 5.7 1.8 15 
Psychocentric 4.4 2.4 16 
Near Psychocentric 4.2 1.9 37 
Midcentric 3.6 2.0 82 
Near allocenric 3.5 2.0 50 
Allocentric 3.8 2.5 15 
a A nine-point scale was used to measure perceived risk ranging from 1 (Not risky at all) to 9 (Extremely risky) 
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Table 8. (Continued) 
Risk Type Mean a Std. Deviation N (200) 
Psychocentric 4.3 2.1 16 
3. Personal satisfaction Near psychocentric 3.9 1.8 37 
risk Midcentric 3.1 1.8 82 Near allocenric 3.3 2.1 50 
Allocentric 4.0 2.6 15 
Psychocentric 2.9 1.9 16 
Near psychocentric 2.3 1.4 37 
4. Social risk I Midcentric 2.1 1.4 82 
Near allocenric 2.1 1.2 50 
Allocentric 2.5 1.7 15 
Psychocentric 3.4 2.6 16 
Near psychocentric 3.0 1.8 37 
5. Time risk 1 Midcentric 2.6 1.8 82 
Near allocenric 2.4 1.5 50 
Allocentric 2.7 2.0 15 
Psychocentric 4.2 ~ 1.6 16 
Near psychocentric 4.5 1.9 37 
6. Technical risk I Midcentric 4.7 1.9 82 Near allocenric 4.1 1.8 50 
Allocentric 4.8 2.4 15 
Psychocentric 4.0 1.6 16 
7. Political risk I Near psychocentric 5.0 1.7 37 Midcentric 5.0 2.0 82 
Near allocenric 4.4 1.9 50 
Allocentric 5.5 2.6 15 
Psychocentric 5.3 2.1 16 Near psychocentric 5.0 2.0 37 
8. Terrorism risk I Midcentric 4.9 2.4 82 
Near allocenric 4.4 1.9 - 50 Allocentric 5.6 2.4 15 
a A nine-point scale was used to measure perceived risk ranging from 1 (Not risky at all) to 9 (Extremely risky) 
Table 9. Directional and Strength Measures for Interactions between 
Psychological Types and Perceived Risks I 
Dependent Variable Independent Kendall's tau-b a Kendall's tau-c a 
Spearman 
Variable Correlation a 
1. Health/ Life risk I 
2. Financial risk I Type 
3. Personal 
satisfaction risk I 
Type 
Type 
0.008 0.008 0.010 
-0.110 -0.108 -0.134 
-0.092 -0.08 ~ -0.109 
e Correlation of more than 0.4 or less than -0.4 was the criteria to show strong interactions between variables 
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Table 9. (Continued) 
Dependent Variable Independent Kendall's tau-b a Kendall's tau-c a Variable Spearman Correlation a 
4. Social risk I Type -0.062 -0.056 -0.073 
5. Time risk I Type -0.105 -0.099 -0.126 
6. Technical risk I Type -0.024 -0.024 -0.028 
7. Political risk I Type -0.009 -0.009 -0.012 
8. Terrorism risk I Type -0.043 -0.043 -0.044 
e  Correlation of more than 0.4 or less than -0.4 was the criteria to show strong interactions between variables 
Interactions between Information Quality and Perceived Risks ll 
Hypothesis ll was accepted showing that perceived risks ware positively 
influenced by the quality of information. Source and credibility of information as well 
as information on benefits interacted with risk perceptions. A negative relationship 
befinreen quality of information and perceptual riskiness was identified. 
Univariate analysis of variance for Hypothesis II showed that scenarios 
representing quality of information were associated with Perceived risks II (Table 10). 
For all types of Perceived risk II except Social risk II, significant interactions between 
scenarios (independent variable) and risk perceptions (dependent variable) were 
identified. Significance levels and F- statistics indicated that there were noteworthy 
relationships befinreen the predictor and the response for every Perceived risk II 
except Social risk II. 
Partial Eta coefficient of 0.493 for Health/Life risk II implied that scenarios had 
strong prediction power for this particular type of perceived risk. Credibility of 
information and information on benefits had significant effect on Health/Life risk. 
SS 
Prediction power of scenarios for Social and Time risk was low, less than 0.1, which 
indicated that other factors might be more influential for managing these perceived 
risks. Observed power statistics showed that there was a low probability of type II 
error (mistakenly failing to reject the null hypothesis) for every Perceived risk II 
except Social risk II. Ordinal logistic regression model fitting significance levels and 
goodness-of-fit showed that the model adequately fitted the data (Table 13). 
To assess whether information quality decreases perceived riskiness 
descriptive statistics (Table 11) and cross-tabulation analysis (Table 12) was 
performed. Kendall's tau-b, Kendall's tau-c, and Spearman correlation were used as 
indicators of the direction of the relationships among variables. The obtained 
coefficients confirmed negative relationship befinreen information quality and 
perceptual riskiness (Table 12). 
Table 10. Univariate Analysis of Variance for Interactions l~efinreen Information 
Quality and Perceived Risks II 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables df F Sig 
b Partial Eta Observed 
squared Power a 
1. Health/ Life risk II TYPe 4 0.714 0.583 0.015 Scenario * 4 44.527 0.000 0.493 
Health/ Life risk I* 8 19.359 0.000 0.458 
Type 4 0.118 0.976 0.003 
2. Financial risk II Scenario* 4 11.914 0.000 0.207 
Financial risk I* 8 14.388 0.000 0.386 
Type 4 0.512 0.727 0.011 3. Personal Scenario's 4 6.908 0.000 0.131 satisfaction risk II Personal satisfaction g 11.214 0.000 0.329 risk I* 
0.228 
1.000 
1.000 
0.074 
1.000 
1.000 
0.171 
0.994 
1.000 
a Computed using alpha = 0.05 
b P-values less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
* Significant interactions between dependent and independent variables 
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables df F Sig. 
b Partial Eta Observed 
squared Power a 
Type 4 1.571 0.184 0.033 0.479 
4. Social risk II Scenario 4 1.874 0.117 0.039 0.560 
Social risk 1'"` 7 10.737 0.000 0.290 1.000 
Type 4 1.126 0.346 0.024 0.350 
5. Time risk II Scenario* 4 4.024 0.004 0.081 0.906 
Time risk I* 8 23.540 0.000 0.507 1.000 
Type 4 1.829 0.125 0.038 0.549 
6. Technical risk II Scenario* 4 6.841 0.000 0.129 0.993 
Technical risk I* 7 15.374 0.000 0.369 1.000 
Type 4 0.345 0.847 0.007 0.127 
7. Political risk II Scenario* 4 9.891 0.000 0.178 1.000 
Political risk I* 8 6.271 0.000 0.215 1.000 
Type 4 0.511 0.728 0.011 0.171 
8. Terrorism risk II Scenario* 4 11.097 0.000 0.195 1.000 
Terrorism risk I* 8 10.438 0.000 0.313 1.000 
a Computed using alpha = 0.05 
b P-values less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
"Significant interactions befinreen dependent and independent variables 
Table 11. Summary of Means Distribution for Interactions between Information 
Quality and Perceived Risks II 
Dependent Variable Independent Variable Mean a Independent Variable Mean a 
1. Health/ Life risk II 
2. Financial risk II 
3. Personal satisfaction 
risk II 
Psychocentric 
Near psychocentric 
Midcentric 
Near allocenric 
Allocentric 
Psychocentric 
Near psychocentric 
Midcentric 
Near allocenric 
Allocentric 
Psychocentric 
Near psychocentric 
Midcentric 
Near allocenric 
Allocentric 
3.7 
3.4 
3.5 
3.3 
3.1 
4.1 
3.8 
3.9 
3.9 
3.8 
3.9 
3.8 
3.8 
3.6 
3.2 
Scenario 1 
Scenario 2 
Scenario 3 
Scenario 4 
Scenario 5 
Scenario 1 
Scenario 2 
scenario 3 
scenario 4 
Scenario 5 
Scenario 1 
Scenario 2 
Scenario 3 
Scenario 4 
Scenario 5 
5.0 
4.4 
3.6 
3.6 
2.8 
5.6 
3.2 
2.7 
3.0 
2.5 
4.5 
3.9 
3.5 
3.5 
2.7 
a A nine-point scale was used to measure perceived risk ranging from 1 (Not risky at all) to 9 (Extremely risky) 
57 
Table 11. (Continued) 
Dependent Variable Independent Variable Mean a Independent Variable Mean a 
Psychocentric 3.4 Scenario 1 3.3 
Near psychocentric 2.8 Scenario 2 3.0 
4. Social risk II Midcentric 2.9 Scenario 3 2.7 
Near allocenric 2.5 Scenario 4 ~ 2.8 
Allocentric 2.9 Scenario 5 2.8 
5. Time risk II 
6. Technical risk II 
7. Political risk II 
8.Terrorism risk II 
Psychocentric 4.0 Scenario 1 4.4 
Near psychocentric 4.3 Scenario 2 4.4 
Midcentric 3.8 Scenario 3 4.1 
Near allocenric 3.9 Scenario 4 3.9 
Allocentric 4.0 Scenario 5 3.4 
Psychocentric 3.7 Scenario 1 4.7 
Near psychocentric 4.3 Scenario 2 3.8 
Midcentric 3.6 Scenario 3 3.5 
Near allocenric 3.8 Scenario 4 3.6 
Allocentric 3.3 Scenario 5 3.0 
Psychocentric 3.760 Scenario 1 5.191 
Near psychocentric 3.897 Scenario 2 2.983 
Midcentric 3.572 Scenario 3 3.173 
Near allocenric 3.552 Scenario 4 3.449 
Allocentric 3.391 Scenario 5 3.375 
Psychocentric 
Near psychocentric 
Midcentric 
Near allocenric 
Allocentric 
3.365 
3.483 
3.493 
3.112 
3.499 
Scenario 1 4.854 
Scenario 2 3.004 
Scenario 3 3.042 
Scenario 4 3.230 
Scenario 5 2.822 
a A nine-point scale was used to measure perceived risk ranging from 1 (Not risky at all) to 9 (Extremely risky) 
Table 12. Directional and Strength Measures for Interactions between 
Information Quality and Perceived Risks II 
Dependent Variable Independent Kendall's tau-b a Kendall's tau-c a Spearman Variable Correlation a 
1. Health/ Life risk II Scenario -0.331 -0.338 -0.411 
2. Financial risk II Scenario -0.193 -0.196 -0.245 
3. Personal Scenario -0.186 -0.1 7 -0.233 satisfaction risk II 8 
a Correlation of more than 0.4 or less than -0.4 was the criteria to show strong interactions 
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Dependent Variable 
Independent Kendall's tau-b a Kendall's tau-c a Spearman Variable Correlation a 
4. Social risk II Scenario -0.033 -0.031 
5. Time risk II Scenario -0.100 -0.098 
6. Technical risk II Scenario -0.172 -0.177 
7. Political risk II Scenario -0.163 -0.167 
8. Terrorism risk II Scenario -0.195 -0.200 
-0.038 
-0.124 
-0.219 
-0.209 
-0.248 
a Correlation of more than 0.4 or less than -0.4 was the criteria to show strong interactions 
Effects of the Scenarios on Perceived Risk 11 
Parameter estimate statistics were examined to analyze effects of various 
scenarios on perceived risks (Table 13). Parameter estimates indicated that 
scenarios affected Health/Life perceived risk II differently. The effects of Scenario 3 
and Scenario 5 were similar. Parameter Estimates statistics for Financial risk II, 
Time risk II, and Technical risk II showed that the effects of all five scenarios were 
different. Perceived risk decreased as information quality increased (Scenario 1 
had least impact and Scenario 5 had most significant impact). 
Scenario 4 and Scenario 5 had a similar effect on Personal satisfaction risk 
II. Scenarios 2, 3, 4, and 5 had a similar effect on Social risk II, Political risk II, and 
Terrorism risk II. However, there was a difference in effects of Scenario 1 and the 
rest of the scenarios on these types of perceived risk. 
Different patterns occurred in the effects of information quality had on 
perceived risks. Some risks tended to be less sensitive to improvements in 
information quality. Therefore, the effect of information quality was contextual. 
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Table 13. Summary of Ordinal Logistic Regression for Interactions between 
Information Quality •and Perceived Risks II 
Dependent Variable Parameter Estimates 
Sig. a 
Model Fitting Goodness- Pseudo R2Sig. of-Fit Sig. 
1. Health/ Life risk II 
2. Financial risk 11 
3. Personal satisfaction 
risk II 
Health /life risk I 
[SCENARIO=1.00] 
[SCENARIO=2.00] 
[SCENARIO=3.00] 
[SCENARIO=4.00] 
[SCENARIO=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 
[TYPE=2.00] 
[TYPE=3.00] 
[TYPE=4.00] 
[TYPE=5.00] 
0.000 
0.000 
0.001 
0.184 
0.010 
0.198 
0.320 
0.116 
0.491 
0.000 1.000 0.612 
Financial risk I 0.000 
[SCENARIO=1.00] 0.000 
[SCENARIO=2.00] 0.000 
[SCENARIO=3.00] 0.009 
[SCENARIO=4.00] 0.042 
[SCENARIO=5.00] 0.000 1.000 0.480 
[TYPE=1.00j 0.507 
[TYPE=2.00j 0.854 
(TYPE=3.00] 0.946 
[TYPE=4.00] 0.714 
[TYPE=5.00] 
Personal 0.000 
satisfaction risk I 
[SCENARIO=1.00] 0.000 
[SCENARIO=2.00] 0.001 
[SCENARIO=3.00] 0.004 
[SCENARIO=4.00] 0.063 0.000 1.000 0.387 [SCENARIO=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 0.287 
[TYPE=2.00] 0.200 
[TYPE=3.00] 0.148 
[TYPE=4.00] 0.347 
[TYPE=5.00] 
a P-value less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
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Table 13. (Continued) 
Dependent Variable Parameter Estimates Sig. a 
Model Goodness- 2 Fitting of-Fit Si Pseudo R Sig. g 
4. Social risk I I 
5. Time risk II 
6. Technical risk I I 
Social risk I 
[SCENARIO=1.00] 
[SCENARIO=2.00] 
[SCENARIO=3.00] 
[SCENARIO=4.00] 
[SCENARIO=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 
[TYPE=2.00] 
[TYPE=3.00] 
[TYPE=4.00] 
[TYPE=5.00] 
Time risk I 
[SCENARIO=1.00] 
[SCENARIO=2.00] 
[SCENARIO=3.00] 
[SCENARIO=4.00] 
[SCENARIO=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 
[TYPE=2.00] 
[TYPE=3.00 
[TYPE=4.00) 
[TYPE=5.00] 
Technical risk I 
[SC E NAR I 0=1.00] 
[SCENARIO=2.00] 
[SC E NAR I 0=3.00] 
[SC E NAR I 0=4.00] 
[SCENARIO=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 
[TYPE=2.00] 
[TYPE=3.00] 
[TYPE=4.00] 
[TYPE=5.00] 
0.000 
0.010 
0.087 
0.547 
0.246 
0.933 
0.939 
0.786 
0.350 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.001 
0.687 
0.593 
0.393 
0.390 
0.000 
0.000 
0.003 
0.008 
0.038 
0.150 
0.003 
0.096 
0.067 
0.000 1.000 0.289 
0.000 1.000 0.439 
0.000 1.000 0.399 
a P-value less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
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Table 13. (Continued) 
Dependent Variable Parameter Estimates Sig. a 
Model Goodness- 2 Fitting of-Fit Si Pseudo R Sig. g 
7. Political risk 
8.Terrorism risk II 
Political risk I 
[SCENARIO=1.00] 
[SCENARIO=2.00] 
[SCENARIO=3.00] 
[SCENARIO=4.00j 
[SCENARIO=5.00j 
[TYPE=1.00] 
[TYPE=2.00] 
[TYPE=3.00] 
[TYPE=4.00] 
[TYPE=5.00] 
0.000 
0.000 
0.472 
0.770 
0.852 
0.356 
0.285 
0.837 
0.851 
Terrorism risk I 0.000 
[SCENARIO=1.00] 0.000 
[SCENARIO=2.00j 0.433 
[SCENARIO=3.00] 0.374 
[SCENARIO=4.00J 0.533 
[SCENARIO=5.00] 
[TYPE=1.00] 0.666 
[TYPE=2.00] 0.806 
[TYPE=3.00] 0.868 
[TYPE=4.00] 0.257 
[TYPE=5.00] 
0.000 1.000 0.279 
0.000 1.000 0.382 
a P-value less than 0.05 was used as acceptance criteria 
Interactions between Price Premium and Perceived Risks 
Hypothesis 111 was accepted indicating that travelers would be willing to pay a 
price premium (higher price) for travel offerings if more safety and security were 
provided. Descriptive statistics and cross-tabulation measures of association approach 
were applied to test the hypothesis (Table 14 and Table 15). 
The majority of respondents (75%) of respondents were at least moderately 
willing to spend more money on a trip to Swaziland if more safety and security were 
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provided and 77 % of respondents were willing to send at least 5-10% extra on the 
offering and 50% of respondents were willing to spend 11-15%extra. 
Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for Interactions between Price Premium and 
Perceived Risks 
Statistics Value 
Willingness to spend more money to a trip to Swaziland if additional safety is provided a 
Mean 5.1 
Median 5.0 
Mode 5.0 
Std. Deviation 2.1 
Percentiles 25 5.0 
50 7.0 
75 5.1 
If you are willing to allocate additional money, please indicate how much more 
Mean 16-20% 
Median 11-15% 
Mode 5-10% 
Std. Deviation 16-20% 
Percentiles 25 5-10% 
50 11-15% 
75 16-20% 
a. Willingness to allocate more money on safer offerings was assessed using anine-point Likert-
type rating scale ranging from 1 (Extremely not willing) to 9 (Extremely willing). 
Table 15. Directional and Strength Measures for Interactions between Price 
Premium and Perceived Risks 
Independent Variable Dependent 
Variable Kendall's tau-b a Kendall's tau-c a Spearman Correlation 
1. Health/ Life risk II 
2. Financial risk II 
3. Personal 
satisfaction risk II 
Willingness to 
pay 
Willingness to 
pay 
Willingness to 
pay 
0.110 0.105 0.143 
0.081 0.077 0.109 
0.074 0.070 0.097 
a Correlation of more than 0.4 or less than -0.4 was the criteria to show strong interactions 
between variables 
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Table 15. (Continued) 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable Kendall's tau-b 
a Kendall's tau-c a Spearman 
Correlation 
4. Time risk I i 
5. Technical risk II 
6. Political risk II 
7. Terrorism risk II 
Willingness to 
pay 
Willingness to 
pay 
Willingness to 
pay 
Willingness to 
pay 
0.072 0.067 0.089 
0.039 0.038 0.054 
0.097 0.093 0.128 
0.141 0.135 0.182 
a Correlation of more than 0.4 or less than -0.4 was the criteria to show strong interactions 
between variables 
As shown in Table 15, willingness to pay extra in order to decrease risk was 
positively associated with perceived risk. The greater the perceived risk, the more 
willing respondents were to pay a price premium in order to decrease it. The strength 
of the relationship between constructs was rather low and varied among risks. 
Nevertheless, cross-tabulation coefficients indicated that health/life risk, financial risk, 
political risk, and terrorism risk were most critical from respondents' perspective. 
Conclusions and Discussion 
Psychological type of respondents was not found to be associated with 
respondent's risk perceptions. This factor did not have a substantial effect on all eight 
types of perceived risk. The results did not support the hypothesis that risk 
perceptions would vary among psychocentrics, allocentrics, and midcentrics. 
Perceived risk and psychological types were found to be independent constructs. 
This finding suggests that destination managers should not target a specific 
category of travelers in order to improve message effectiveness. A message to the 
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whole population of travelers seems to be as effective as a message designed for a 
specific psychological type of traveler in order to decrease per~;eived riskiness. 
Therefore, destination operators should not concentrate on travelers' segmentation, 
but rather on content of the message while trying to communicate promotional 
information improving risk perceptions associated with a destination. 
Results of this study supported the hypothesis that perceived risks would be 
decreased by information quality (credibility of information as well as information on 
benefits). Quality of information was found to be associated with perceived risks and 
negatively affected risk perceptions in every domain except social. Findings also 
supported the contextual and multidimensional nature of perceived risk. Relationships 
between information quality (scenarios) and perceived risk were found to be significant 
but showed different patterns for various types of perceived risk. 
In the Health/Life risk domain, Scenario 3 and Scenario 5 had a similar effect 
on perceived risk, which implies that high credibility of information and trustworthy 
source are more influential on life and health endangerment risk perceptions than 
information about benefits. Therefore, in order to decrease perceived health/life risk, a 
message from a credible and trustworthy source should be projected. 
Scenario 5 had the greatest impact on financial, technical, and time risk 
perceptions. Credibility of information was equally important as were benefits 
described for these types of perceived risk. Scenario 4 and Scenario 5 performed 
similarly in the personal satisfaction risk context. This implies that credibility of 
information was not as powerful in influencing risk perception as described benefits to 
the personal satisfaction domain and, in order to decrease these types of risk, more 
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emphasis should be put on associated benefits. In terms of political and terrorism 
risks, Scenarios 2-5 had equal effects, which suggests that providing even low quality 
information is beater than leaving respondents in a situation of complete uncertainty 
(Scenario 1). The summary of effect patterns is presented in Table 16. 
Table 16. Effects of Information Quality on Perceived Risks 
Type of Perceived Risk Effect on Perceived Risk 
1. Health/ Life risk 
2. Financial risk 
3. Personal satisfaction 
risk 
4. Social risk 
5. Time risk 
6. Technical risk 
7. Political risk 
8. Terrorism risk 
High credibility of information and trustworthy source have major 
effect 
High credibility of information, trustworthy source, and described 
benefits have equal effects 
Described benefits have major effect. 
None 
High credibility of information, trustworthy source, and described 
benefits have equal effects 
High credibility of information, trustworthy source, and described 
benefits have equal effects 
Even low quality information is better than uncertainty 
Even low quality information is better than uncertainty 
Managerial Applications 
Findings in this study can improve the effectiveness of marketing 
campaigns or any other public relation activities targeting ~ destination's safety 
image. In order to improve the destination image and attract more visitors, destination 
managers should identify the types of risk that are critical for travelers. They should 
define how risky the destination is perceived by travelers and what should be 
improved. When all gaps and points of improvement are identified, the following 
strategies can be applied: 
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1. If health and life endangerment risk perceptions need to be improved, 
trustworthiness of the source and credibility of information should be 
emphasized while designing promotional messages, such as published 
material or media advertisements. 
2. I n a situation where financial, time, and technical risk perceptions need to 
be improved, both credibility and benefits aspects should be incorporated in 
a promotional message in order for- it to be effective. 
3. If travelers are primarily concerned with the risk that visiting a destination 
would not provide them with personal satisfaction, a message amending 
their perceptions should concentrate on benefits of visiting the destination. 
4. When political and terrorism risk perceptions need to be improved, the 
major task for destination managers seems to be to decrease uncertainty by 
providing travelers with information not even of highest quality. In this case, 
some information is better than no information at all. 
Results of this study supported the hypothesis that travelers would be willing 
to pay extra money (5-10% on average) for an offering if more safety and security 
were provided. This finding suggests that providing more safety and security 
corresponds with the ability to charge higher prices and, as a result, it is more likely 
that costs are covered and additional profit obtained. Providing extra security can be 
considered valuable by customers and maybe financially viable. Destination o erators p 
also can encounter less resistance convincing investors to participate in safety and 
security programs if they show that these investments are ass~~ciated with the price 
premium travelers would be willing to pay for safety and security. 
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To reiterate, results indicated that: 
■ Risk perceptions could be changed through the improvement of quality 
of information in a specific context of destination choice. 
■ Hospitality and tourism practitioners can influence risk perceptions of 
travelers by incorporating different type of information into projected 
messages. 
■ These results did not support the assumption that personality types 
defined by Plog (1974) were associated with perceived risk. Therefore, 
no particular segment of travelers should be designated while trying to 
improve risk perceptions. 
■ Travelers are willing to pay extra for products and services they 
perceive as more safe and secure, which provides opportunities for 
additional profit gain. 
Hospitality and tourism practitioners can incorporate risk reduction strategies 
into promotional or .public relations activities that would facilitate improvements of 
travelers' flow. Communication strategies addressing risk issues enhance a favorable 
destination image, making the destination more attractive for travelers. Knowledge of 
factors and instruments that decrease specific risk perceptions enables practitioners to 
conduct risk reduction campaigns in an efficient manner by addressing most critical 
points. Customized messages need to be projected in order to use available 
resources efficiently, targeting specific risks with the most effective information. 
Investments in these activities tend to correspond with improved destination 
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attractiveness and price premium travelers are willing to pay for safe and secure 
offerings. 
Future Areas Of Research 
As stated earlier, risk perception issues have been studied actively in various 
hospitality disciplines, such as foodservice or lodging, but few research studies have 
been conducted in the sphere of tourism and, specifically, in the area of destination 
management. Therefore, incorporation of the perceived risk concepts into destination 
management is an area of future research. 
In spite of the fact that the scale measuring respondent's psychological types 
showed sufficient level of reliability, distribution of risk means showed that, in some 
cases, allocentrics, who are supposed to be the least risk averse category, scored the 
highest numbers. This observation does not agree with Plog's theory (Plog, 1974) and 
suggests that a scale that reflects the true nature of respondents should be 
developed. It can be assumed that some respondents tended to flatter themselves 
and perceived themselves as more adventurous and risk indifferent than they really 
are. Therefore, an instrument revealing the true personality of respondents, not the 
image they want to project, needs to be developed. 
This study used students as subjects. Future research may explore a sample 
that would be more representative for the whole population of travelers. For example, 
a sample of adults ~of 35-40 years. 
Constructs representing predictors of perceived risk might be modified to 
include other factors, not included in the study. Social risk perceptions were not found 
to be affected by quality of information or personality type of respondents. Future 
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studies could investigate what influences this type of risk. The possibility that vacation 
to certain destination will negatively affect social image of respondents may be related 
to prestige or cultural norms factors, which were not examined in this study. 
!V 
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CHAPTER 5. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
Summary of Research Findings and Managerial Applications 
This study examined how perceived risk could be managed in context of 
destination choice by investigating the relationships among psychological types, 
information quality, price premium, and risk perceptions. Findings showed how 
each proposed factor was associated with different types of perceived risk. 
Various patterns were identified for different types of perceived risks. 
Psychological type of respondents was not associated with respondents risk 
perceptions, which was not consistent with the popular Plog's theory (Plog, 1974). 
Respondents' personality did not have a substantial effect on perceived risk in all eight 
domains. Therefore, practitioners may end it ineffective to target a specific category of 
travelers designing a risk reduction message that appeals only to this specific group of 
people. Segmentation might not be necessary in order for the message to be effective. 
Quality of information was found to be negatively associated with perceived 
ri sk. Perceived risk was affected by quality of information in every domain except 
social. Relationships among information quality (scenarios) and perceived risks were 
found to be significant showing different patterns for various types of perceived risk. 
To facilitate improvement of destination image, practitioners may apply different 
approaches: 
1. Health and life endangerment risk perceptions may be improved through 
trusfinrorthiness and credibility of projected information. 
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2. Financial, time, and technical risk perceptions can be recovered by addressing 
both credibility and benefit aspects that should be incorporated in a message 
in order for it to be successful. 
3. If travelers are primarily concerned with the risk that visiting a destination 
would not provide them with personal satisfaction, benefits involved by visiting 
the destination should be emphasized. 
4. Political and terrorism risk perceptions seem to be sensitive to even minimal 
uncertainty management. Providing travelers with information, even if it is not 
of the highest quality, seems to influence perceived risk. In this case some 
information is better than no information at all. 
Results of this study also showed that travelers would be willing to pay extra 
money for an offering if more safety and security were provided. This finding is 
important, especially for practitioners, because it suggests that providing more safety 
and security may result in the ability to charge higher prices and cover costs of safety 
systems. Willingness to pay higher prices also may correspond with gaining additional 
profit. Destination operators may attract more investments, specifically into safety and 
security programs, if they show that these investments are associated with additional 
cash flow and enhanced number of travelers. 
Recommendations for Future Study 
Risk perception issues have been studied actively in various hospitality 
disciplines, such as foodservice or lodging, but few research s'~~-dies have been 
conducted in the sphere of travel and tourism and, specifically, in the area of 
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destination management. Therefore, incorporation of this area of consumer behavior 
science into destination management might be an area of future reserch. 
In spite of the fact that the scale measuring respondent's psychological types 
showed sufficient level of reliability, distribution of risk scores means showed that in 
some cases allocentrics, who are supposed to be the least risk averse category, 
scored the highest numbers in the perceived risk continuum. This observation is not 
consistent with Plog's theory (Plog, 1974) and suggests that a scale that reflects the 
true nature of respondents should be developed. It can be assumed that some of the 
respondents tended to flatter themselves and perceived themselves as more 
adventurous and risk indifferent than they really are. Therefore, an instrument 
revealing true personality of respondents, not the image they want to project, needs to 
be developed. 
This study was subject to several limitations that may affect the interpretation 
and generalization of the results. Future research may explore a sample that would be 
more representative for the whole population of travelers. For example, constructs 
representing predictors of the perceived risk might be modified to include other 
factors, such as gender or cultural background. 
Social risk perceptions were not found to be affected by quality of information or 
personality types pf respondents. Future studies might investigate factors that 
influence this type of risk. The possibility that vacation to a certain destination will 
negatively affect the social image of respondents seems to be more related to prestige 
or cultural norm factors. 
~~ 
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APPENDIX A. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
Title of Study: Perceptions of Risk in the Hospitality Context 
Investigators: Lisa Slevitch (HRIM graduate student) and Amit Sharma (Ph.D.) 
This is a research study. Please take your time in deciding if you would like to participate. 
Feel free to ask questions at any time. The purpose of this study is to investigate risk 
perceptions in the destination context. If you agree to participate in this study, your 
participation will last for 10-15 minutes. During the study you are expected to read an 
enclosed statement and fill in a questionnaire. You may skip any question that you do not wish 
to answer or that makes you feel uncomfortable. 
There are no foreseeable risks from participating in this study. If you decide to participate in 
this study there may not be a direct benefit to you. It is hoped that the information gained in 
this study will benefit society by providing valuable information about travel behavior. You will 
not have any costs from participating in this study. You will not be compensated for 
participating in this study. 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may refuse to 
participate or leave the study at any time. If you decide to no~,~ participate in the studg~ 
or leave the study early, it will not result in any penaity. Records identifying 
participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by applicable laws and 
regulations and will not be made publicly available. However, federal government 
regulatory agencies and the Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and 
approves human subject research studies) may inspect and/or copy your records for 
quality assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private information. 
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law subjects will be assigned a unique 
code. Only official investigators will have access to study records which will be kept 
confidential (locked in filing cabinet, password protected computer). The data will be retained 
for 8 month before destruction. If the results are published, your identity will remain 
confidential, 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. 1=or further information 
about the study contact Lisa Slevitch at 515-292-3403 or IsievichCc~iastate.edu. If you have 
any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, please contact 
the Human Subjects ~Zesearch Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-4566; 
aus#ingrCa~iastate.edu or the Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 
2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-3115; damentCa~iastate.edu 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study 
has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document and that 
your questions have been satisfactorily answered. You will receive r: copy of the written 
informed consent to sign prior to your participation in the study. 
Subject's Name (printed) 
(Subject's Signature) (Date) 
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INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
I certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and learn about the study 
and all of their questions have been answered. It is my opinion that the participant 
understands the purpose, risks, benefits and the procedures that will be followed in this study 
and has voluntarily agreed to participate. 
(Signature of Person Obtaining (Date) 
Informed Consent) 
Scenario 1 
Please ,imagine, that you are planning to go on a 10-day vacation abroad. You are very 
open about which country to visit. Consider the following information about the country 
of your destination: 
Kingdom of Swaziland is a small country in Southern Africa. 
Scenario 2 
Please imagine that you are planning to go on a 10-day vacation abroad. You are very 
open about which country to visit. Consider the following information about the country 
of your destination: 
Kingdom of Swaziland is a small country in Southern Africa. 
Local travel agent arranging tours to Africa informs you that civil unrest, crime, 
and disorder are rare in Swaziland. The brochure obtained from the agent states 
that few countries today can boast the safety, stability, and peace that 
Swaziland enjoys, both internationally and with its neighbors. It also claims that 
visitors to the Kingdom feel and appreciate the warmth and friendliness of their 
hosts. 
Scenario 3 
Please ,imagine, that you are planning to go on a 10-day vacation abroad. You are very 
open about which country to visit. Consider the following information about the country 
of your destination: 
Kingdom of Swaziland is a small country in Southern Africa. 
Department of State as well as independent travel reviewers, such as New York 
Times and Travel &Leisure indicate that civil unrest, crime, and disorder are 
rare in Swaziland. Swaziland's police and military forces have been very 
effective in protecting the local population and tourists from possible dangers. 
Laid-back Swazis are more likely to celebrate for fun than demonstrate for 
reform. Few countries today can boast the safety, stability, and peace that 
Swaziland enjoys, both internationally and with its neighbors. Visitors to the 
Kingdom feel and appreciate the warmth and friendliness of their hosts. 
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Scenario 4 
Please imagine that you are planning to go on a 10-day vacation abroad. You are very 
open about which country to visit. Consider the following information about the country 
of your destination: 
Kingdom of Swaziland is a small country in Southern Africa. 
Local travel agent arranging tours to Africa informs you that civil unrest, crime, 
and disorder are rare in Swaziland. The brochure obtained from the agent states 
that few countries today can boast the safety, stability, and peace that 
Swaziland enjoys, both internationally and with its neighbors. Visitors to the 
Kingdom feel and appreciate the warmth and friendliness of their hosts. 
Swaziland is Africa's best kept secret. It is called the "Switzerland of Africa". This 
beautiful kingdom; is just a little bigger than Connecticut. Nevertheless, the 
country represents a surprisingly wide range of ecological zones, from savannah 
in the east to rainforest in the northwest. Many of the best Southern African game 
reserves and national parks are located in the country and are open for travelers. 
Swaziland's natural resources are extremely well managed. Tourists can see 
such rare animals as elephants, lions, rhinos, hippos, and crocodiles. Visitors 
can trek, horse ride, raft on wild rivers or cycle through many of the parks and 
get surprisingly close to the variety of wildlife. 
Swaziland rejoices in its traditions and rich culture. There are several unique 
festivals, brilliant spectacles of dancing and singing, when tribes' people wear 
flamboyant costumes to celebrate and share their culture while performing 
ancient ceremonies. 
Luxurious spas and thermal springs offer the ultimate experience for rest and 
relaxation. Another major attraction of the country are its casinos, which are 
elegantly informal compared to those in Europe and the United States. 
Swaziland is not as cheap as some of the African nations in the north, but it still 
offers good value for money. Swati and English are the official spoken 
languages. English is the official written language. Swaziland has a good 
system of public transportation. Buses run regular routes, and minibus taxis 
run shouter routes at slightly higher prices than the buses. Most roads are good 
but~tere are rough ones out in the bush. No matter where your travels take you 
within the kingdom, you will meet the courtesy, friendliness, and genuine desire 
to help and share. Such hospitality makes it easy to see wh Swaziland claims y 
to offer the visitor "the Royal Experience." 
Scenario 5 
Please ,imagine that you are planning to go on a 10-day vacation abroad. You are very 
open about which country to visit. Consider the following information about the country 
of your destination: 
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Kingdom of Swaziland is a small country in a Southern part of Africa. 
Department of State as well as independent tr2rvel reviewers, such as New York 
Times and Travel &Leisure magazines indicate that civil unrest, crime, and 
disorder are rare in Swaziland. Swaziland's police and military forces have been 
very effective in protecting the local population and tourists from possible 
dangers. Laid-back Swazis are more likely to celebrate for fun than demonstrate 
for reform. Few countries today can boast the safety, stability, and peace that 
Swaziland enjoys, both internationally and with its neighbors. Visitors to the 
Kingdom feel and appreciate the warmth and friendliness of their hosts. 
Swaziland is Africa's best kept secret. It is called the "Switzerland of Africa". This 
beautiful kingdom is just a little bigger than Connecticut. Nevertheless, the 
country represents a surprisingly wide range of ecological zones, from savannah 
in the east to rainforest in the northwest. Many of the best Southern African game 
reserves and national parks are located in the country and are open for travelers. 
Swaziland's natural resources are extremely well managed. Tourists can see 
such rare animals as elephants, lions, rhinos, hippos, and crocodiles. Visitors 
can trek, horse ride, raft on wild rivers or cycle through many of the parks and 
get surprisingly close to the variety of wildlife. 
Swaziland rejoices in its traditions and rich culture. There are several unique 
festivals, brilliant spectacles of dancing and singing, when tribes' people wear 
flamboyant costumes to celebrate and share their culture while performing 
ancient ceremonies. 
Luxurious spas and thermal springs offer the ultimate experience for rest and 
relaxation. Another major attraction of the country are its casinos, which are 
elegantly informal compared to those in Europe and the United States. 
Swaziland is not as cheap as some of the African nations in the north, but it still 
offers good value for money. Swati and English are the official spoken 
languages. English is the official written language. Swaziland has a good 
system of public transportation. Buses run regular routes, and minibus taxis 
run shorter routes at slightly higher prices than the buses Most roads are good 
but there are rough ones out in the bush. No matter where dour travels take your 
within the kingdom, you will meet the courtesy, friendliness, and genuine desire 
to help and share. Such hospitality makes it easy to see why Swaziland claims 
to offer the visitor "the Royal Experience." 
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Questionnaire 
Part I 
1. Ag e 
2. Gender: Male ~ Female 
3. Years of education (college) 
Part 11 
For each statement, please indicate (circle) your likelihood of engaging in the activity 
or behavior. Provide rating from 1 to 5, using the following scale: 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very Unlikely Unlikely Moderate Likely Very Likely 
possibility 
1. I make decisions easily. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. I face daily life with self-confidence. 1 2 3 4 5 
3. I never look to authority figures (public personalities) for 1 2 3 4 5 
guidance and directions in my life. 
4. I often choose unknown brands of consumer products. 1 2 3 4 5 
5. I often spend money impulsively. 1 2 3 4 5 
6. I seek new experiences on a daily basis. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. I like to meet people who are different from me. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. I am pro-active in my daily life. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. I have an aversion to structure and routine. 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Chasing a tornado by car to take photos that you can sell 1 2 3 4 5 
to press. 
2. Exploring an unknown city or section of a town. 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Going camping in the wild. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Going on a safari in Africa. 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Going on a finro-week vacation in a foreign country without 1 2 3 4 5 
booking accommodations ahead. 
6. Going on a whitewater rafting at high water in spring. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Periodically engaging in a dangerous sport (e.g. mountair 1 2 3 4 5 
climbing or sky diving). 
8. Trying bungee jumping. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part 111 
Considering your beliefs and travel experience, please indicate (circle) how risky you 
perceive international vacation. Provide rating from 1 to 9, using the following scale: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Low Moderate High 
Possibility of life endangerment, injury, or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
sickness while vacationing abroad. 
Possibility that a vacation abroad will not provide 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
value for the money spent. 
Possibility that vacation abroad will not provide 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
personal satisfaction and will not reflect my 
personality. 
Possibility that vacation abroad will negatively 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
affect other's opinion of me. 
Possibility that vacation abroad will take too 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
much time or will be a waste of time. 
Possibility of mechanical, equipment or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
organizational problems while on vacation 
abroad. 
Possibility of political turmoil in a country of visit. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Possibility of terrorists' activities in a country of 1 2 3 ~~ 5 6 7 8 9 
visit. 
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Considering the provided information on Swaziland, please indicate (circle) how risky 
you perceive a vacation in Swaziland. Provide rating from 1 to 9, using the following 
scale: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Low Moderate High 
1. Possibility of life endangerment, injury or sickness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
while vacationing in Swaziland. 
2. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
provide value for the money spent. 
3. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will not 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 
provide personal satisfaction and will not reflect my 
personality. 
4. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
negatively affect other's opinion of me. 
5. Possibility that a vacation in Swaziland will take too 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 
much time or will be waste of time. 
6. Possibility of mechanical, equipment, or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
organizational problems while on vacation in 
Swaziland. 
7. Possibility of political turmoil in Swaziland. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8. Possibility of terrorists' activities in Swaziland. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Part IV 
1. Please identify your intentions to purchase a trip to Swaziland considering that 
money is not an issue for you. Provide rating from 1 to 9 by circling a corresponding 
number, using the following scale: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
No intentions Moderate Definite 
intentions purchase 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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2. How much money will you be willing to spend on a 10-day trip to Swaziland 
(airFares are not included)? 
Please check (~l) your choice. 
~ Less than $1000 
$1000-$2000 
~ $2001-$3000 
p $3001- $4000 
p $4001-$5000 
3. Would you be willing to spend more money to a trip to Swaziland if additional safety 
and security are provided. Provide rating from 1 to 9 by ,circling  a corresponding 
number, using the following scale: 
1 2 
Extremely 
not willing 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Moderately Extremely 
 willing willing 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
4. If you are willing to allocate additional money, please indicate (circle). how much 
more: 
o Less than 5% 
0 5-10% 
0 11-15% 
0 16-20% 
0 21-25% 
0 26-30% 
0 31-35% 
0 36-40% 
0 46-50% 
0 51-55% 
0 56-60% 
0 61-65% 
0 66-70% 
0 71-75% 
0 76-80% 
0 81-85% 
0 86-90% 
0 91-95% 
0 96-100% 
o More than 100% 
SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION 
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APPENDIX B. HUMAN SUBJECT APPROVAL FORM 
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~•..~.i~iEi • 
Review Date: 
Approval Date:  _ Length of Approval: 
Approval Expiration Date: _ FULL Committee Review: 
E~ per 45 CFR 46.101(b): ~  Date: ~ ~ Minimal Risk:  ~' 
EXPEDITED per 45 C:r1t 46.110(b)  More than Minimal Risk: 
Category ,Letter  Project Closed Date: 
ISU NEW HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH FORM FRB 
LIAR 2 3 2004 
Principal Investigator (PI): Elisaveta Slevitch _Phone: 515-292-3403 _Fax: 515-294-6364 
Degrees: MBA _Correspondence Address: 312 Hayward ave.#i, A.mes, IA 50014 
Department: HRIM Email Address: lslevich C iastate.edu 
Center/Institute: __ College: CFCS 
PI Level: ~] Facult~r ■Staff ► ~ Graduate Student ■ Undergraduate Student 
Title of Project: Master Degree Thesis 
Risk Perceptions in the Hospitality Content 
Project Period (Include Start and End Date): Ol/01/20~04 to07/r01/~4 
FOR STUDENT PROJECTS 
Name of Major Professor/Supervising Faculty: 
A.mit Sharrna~ 
Signature f Major Professor/Supervising Faculty: 
Phone: 515-294-8552 Campus Address: 11 MacKay 
Department: AESHM Email Address: amsharn,a~MaII..FCs.L45TATE.Eou 
Type of Project: (check all that apply) 
project 
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Research ►~~ Thesis ■Dissertation 
Independent Study (490, 590, Honors project) ■Other. 
KEY PERSONNEL 
List all members of the research team including the principal investigator, his/her degrees, their position at ISU (or other 
organization) and role on the project, their training and most recent date of their training if known. Please use additional 
space as necessary. For projects involving auninnals, please include the veterinary, a~ninoal caretakers and technical staff. 
For projects involving human subjects, please include anyone who will have contact with the subjects. 
NAME &DEG S Rte) 
POSITION AT ISU & ROLFJSPEL1t~IC 
DU~'TIES ON PROJECT G &DATE OF TRAINING 
. Lisa Slevitch Graduate student (AESHM), principal 
investigator, will perform data 
collection and analysis 
ISU Humun Subject Training , 
04/203; 
,r. Amit Sharma Assistant professor(AESHM), co- 
principal investigator, will review data 
collection and analysis 
.~Sl! ~l~r.^-~-~ 
~~l Z©DZ. f  Z~`~ 
3. , 
Research Compliance 04!10/03 1 
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1~`UNDING INFOR;MATIOI~t 
If internally funded, please provide account number: N/A 
~ If externally funded, please provide funding source and account number. N/A 
If funding is pending please provide OSPA Record ID on GoldSheet: N/A 
Title on GoldSheet if Different Than Above: N/A 
Other. e.g., Ong will be applied,~or later. N/A 
SCIENTIFIC REVIEW 
Although the compliance committees are not intended to conduct peer review of research proposals, the federal 
regulations include language such as "consistent with sound research design," "rationale for involving animals~or 
humans" and "scientifically valuable research," which requires that the committees consider in their review the 
general scientific relevance of a research study. Proposals that do not meet these basic tests are not justifiable and 
cannot be approved. If a compliance review cominittee(s) has concerns about the scientific merit of a project and 
the project was not competitively funded by peer review or was funded by corporate sponsors, the project may be 
referred to s scientific review committee. The scientific review committee will be ad hoc and will consist of your 
ISU peers and outside experts as needed. If this situation arises, the PI will be contacted and given the option of 
agreeing that a constiltant may be contacted or withdrawing the proposal from consideration. 
-Yes ~ No Has or will this project receive peer review? 
If the answer is "yes," please indicate who did or will conduct the review: 
If a review was conducted, please indicate the outcome of the. review: 
NOTE: ~~ESPONSE CELLS ~YILL EXPAND AS YOU TYPE A,ND PROVIDE 
SU~ICIENT SPACE FOR YOUR F~PONSE. 
COLLECTION OR RECEIPT OF SAMPLES 
Will you be: (Please check all the apply.) 
Yes ®No Receiving samples from outside of ISU? See examples below. 
Yes ®No Sending samples outside of ISU? .See examples below.. 
Examples include: genetically modified organisms, body fluids, tissue samples, blood samples, pathogens. 
If you will be receiving samples from or sending samples outside of ISU, please identify the name of the outside 
organizations) and the identity of the samples you will be sending or receiving outside of ISU: 
Please note that some samples may require a USDA Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) permit, a 
USPHS Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC Import Permit for Etiologic Agents, a Registration for 
Select Agents, High Consequence Livestock Pathogens and Toxins or Listed Plant Pathogens, or a Material 
Transfer Agreement (MTA) (http://www.ehs.iastate.edu/bslShippinq.htma.
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STUDY OBJECTIVES 
Briefly explain in language understandable to a layperson the specific aims) of the study. 
This study aims to investigate risk perceptions in the destination context. 
BENEFIT 
Explain in language understandable to a layperson how the information gained in this study will benefit participants or 
the advancement of knowledge, and/or serve the good of society. 
The results of the study ~nril! provide valuable information about Crave! behavior. 
ASSURANCE 
• I certify that the information provided in this application is complete and accurate and consistent with any 
proposals) submitted to external funding agencies. 
• I agree to provide proper surveillance of this project to ensure that the rights and welfare of the human subject or 
welfare of animal subjects are protected. I will report any problems to the appropriate compliance review 
COIYlnllttee(S). 
• I agree that I will not begin this project until receipt of official approval from all appropriate committee(s). 
• I agree that modifications to the originally approved project will not take place without prior review and approval 
by the appropriate committee(s), and that all activities will be performed in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state, local and Iowa State University policies. 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
A conflict of interest can be defined as a set of conditions in which an investigator's or key personnel's judgment 
regarding a project (including human or animal subject welfare, integrity of the research) may be influenced by a 
secandary interest (e.g., the propc~ed project and/or a relationship with the sponsor). ISU's Conflict of Interest Policy 
requires that investigators and key personnel disclose any significant financial intenrsts or relationships that may present 
an actual or potential conflict of interest.. Sy signing this form below, you are cetlhfying that all members of the research 
team, including yourself, have read and understand ISU's Conflict of Interest policy as addressed by the ISU Faculty 
Handbook (http://www.provost.instate.edu/faculty.) and have made all required disclosures. 
Yes ®No Do you or any member of your research team have an actual or potential conflict of interest? 
Yes No If yes, have the appropriate disclosure forms) been completed? 
SIGNA 
03 ,2,Z o y 
cipal Investigator Date 
~" O 
Signature of Departsr~nt ~ air Date 
PLEASE NOTE: Any changes to an approved protocol must be submitted to the appropriate committees) before 
the changes may be implemented. 
Please proceed to SECTION II. 
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4) If this study involves vulnerable populations, including minors, pregnant women, prisoners, educationally or 
economically disadvantaged, what additional protections will be provided to minuniZe risks? 
N/A 
PART K: COMPENSATION 
1) ®No Will subjects receive compensation for their participation? If yes, please explain. 
Do not make the payment an inducement, only a compensation for expenses and inconvenience. If a person is to receive 
money or another token of appreciation for their participation, explain when it will be given and any conditions of full or 
partial payment. (E.g., volunteers will X5.00 for each of the five visits in the study or a total of X25.00 if he/she completes 
the study. If the subject withdraws from participation, they will receive X5.00 for each of the visits completed.) It is 
considered undue influence to make completion of the study the basis for compensation. 
N/A 
PART L: CONFIDENTIALITY 
1) Describe below the methods you will use to ensure the confidentiality of data obtained (e.g., who has access to the 
data, where the data will be stored security measures for web-based surveys and computer storage, how long data 
(specimens) will be retainers etc.) 
All data will be stored in locked filing cabinet. Alt the responses wilt be coded. No names wit! be 
recorded or filed. Only investigators wilt have access to data. 
Che~~ for Attachments 
The following are attached (please check ones that are applicable): 
®A copy of the infornr~ed consent document OR of information with elements of consent to subjects 
A copy of the assent form if Honors will be enrolled 
Letter of approval from cooperating organi~.ations or institutions allowing you to conduct research at their facility 
® Data-gathering instruments (including surveys) 
Recruitment fliers or any other documents the subjects will see 
Two sets of materials should be submitted for each project -- the original signed copy of the application form, one copy 
and two sets of accompanying materials. Federal regulations require that one copy of the grant application or proposal 
must be submitted for comparison. 
FOR IRB USE ONLY: 
Initial action by the Institutional Review Board (TRB }: 
en ing er review. hate: 
Project not approved. Date:  
Project approved. Date: 
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